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Foreword

T. Edward Hollander
Chancellor of Higher Education, New Jersey

President, State Higher Education Executive Officers
1977-78

The profile of State fiscal and enrollment trends in
this report is especially timely for State policy makers in
higher education. Its publication covers a period just
preceding a major turning point for higher education
when past enrollment and financing trends are no longer
adequate indicators of future developments. At no time
in recent history have higher institutions faced so ambig-
uous a future.

With this publication, State policy makers will have
available new baseline data presented simply and clearly
that measure State fiscal effort, financial support levels

adjusted to eliminate the effects of inflation, and shifts
in revenue sources and expenditure patterns. The major
focus of the report is public institutions, but additional
data are presented in Appendix B for independent insti-

tutions. Data are presented for each of the fifty States.
Indexes based on national averages are extremely useful

in facilitating interstate comparisons.
Each reader, initially, is likely to turn to his or her

State to determine its standing relative to the national
averages for such variables as college-going rate, State
and local financial support changes in appropriation

levels, and trends in sources of support. The reader may
then undertake a more thoughtful review of individuar
States and compare his or her State with States havino
comparable charaweristics.

NCHEMS published a report of State and local sup-
port of higher education two years ago. This new study
provides more detail and better facilitates interstate
comparisons. The State by State format is particularly
usoful in bringing together the complexity of factors
that influence appropriations in each State.

Financial and enrollment data presented by State
for 1975 and 1976 in comparative form will be most
use ul for evaluation of State fiscal support levels for
public institutions, especially in relation to-public college
enrollments. Other such measures of State support ot
higher education as student aid, retention cata, propor-
tion of population enrolled in college and migration
data are also presented in a format that facilitates com-
parison with nationwide averages. Finally, a brief but
pertinent text highlights and interprets the data for each
of the States. I commend report to your careful
review.



Foreword

BarbaraMehling
Chancellor, University of Missouri

Columbia Campus

The publication of this status report on State and
local appropriations to higher education -should foster
substantial discussion among institutions about current
patterns of financing. By including the most compre-
hensive set of statistics yet available about funding in
the fifty States, this study provides institutions a con-
crete base of information with which to assess their
comparative well-being. Because the figures have been
indexed relative to the U.S. average, each reader is able
to quickly interpret the data for their State.

The report indicates that in fiscal year 1976, public
institutions were not able to keep pace with enrollments
and inflation in the funds they received from the State,
losing an average 4.6% of their per student purchasing
power. While these figures describe the general puolic
sector pattern of State appropriations, their individual
impact on specific categories of institutions and in spe-
cific States varied tremendously. Each institution will
want to look at data from their State to see how similar
institutions fared in State support. In addition, an insti-
tution can use its own data to make comparisons of
their group of institutions in the State and with com-
parable institutions in other States. Questions about
relative levels of State appropriations as well as the

iv

amount of income from other sources (e.g., tuition, gov-
ernment contracts, private gifts, etc.) can be quickly
addressed with this study. While these group averages do
mask important differences among institutions, they
nevertheless represent an important broad-brush analy-
sis of an institution's financing profile, useful as a starting
point to more 10- epth study.

While the stddy provides useful benchmarks for
comparison of State and total revenues at all categories
of institutions, the report els" looks at a number of fun-
damental conditions about the State--including its
inherent wealth, tax effort, tax revenues, tax allocation
to higher education, and the size of public and indepen-
dent enrollments. These statistics are useful in either
reinforcing what we currently, perceive or in correcting
our misimpressions of the State's ability and need to
finance higher education and its effort in that endeavor.
In so doing, the study provides a much needed context
for understanding and evaluating State efforts and
demonstrates that amountability can exist for States as
well as for institutions. Every chief executive, academic
and financial officer of a college or university should
review these statistics carefully as. background to their
discussions about institutional financing,

9



Foreword

State Senator H. A. "Barney" Goltz
42nd District, State of Washington

Chairman, Senate Hi Oer Education Committee

State legislators are charged with the responsibility
for setting public policy and making decisions on behalf
of the total population which they represent. It is often
assumed that the result would be the same if all people
could vote on each issue. Legislators are keenly aware,
however, that sometimes they will feel compelled to
vote a certain way even when their constituents appear
to be leaning in another direction.

It is not uncommon to pick up conflicting signals
on a legislator's antenna. Calls for reductions in taxes
are often matched by demands for increased funding
sometimes from the same persons. Some legislators have
even been known to vote for all appropriations and
against all taxes, but political credibility and politicat
success eventually demand responsible actions.

The grist for the legislative mill is information and
methodology. Facts have a stubborn way about them,
and a method for organizing facts into an accepted,

easily understood conversion model gives them extra-
ordinary force.

Legislators are particularly interested in compara-
tive informationa fair and meaningful way to describe
how one state is doing in comparison to other states. The
information contained in this study, in its easily under-
stood comparative format, covering all fifty states will
make it a valuable tool for every legislator required to
make funding judgments for postsecondary education.

But in the final analysis this kind of information
must be more widely shared and understood by the gen-
eral public and taxpayer. While many legislators will use

this study as an important component of decision making
and will explain their votes with facts contained herein,
an enlightened public will demand a worthy legislative
performance from everyone. In both instances this
study makes a positive contribution to the legislative
process and to the public's self interest.



IMPORTANT CAUTIONS TO THE READER

This review edition of Financing Higher Education in the Fifty States is being distributed
to selected members of the postsecondary education community and to various governors and
State legislators. Our purpose is to request recomplendations for improvement in the study
methodology and presentation of data for use by policymakers concerned with financing
public colleges and universities. Comments and suggestions obtained through this review will
assist us in the preparation of a forthcoming edition of this book that will present fiscal year
1978 data.

The fDllowing precautions and explanations are emphasized to give reviewers a perspec
tive for their reading and to avoid any misuse of the data presented in this edition, partic-
ularly in current decisionmaking.

The data presented here are for 1976. Clearly, this information is dated and mainly
useful as background material. The data should not be employed in current decision
making regarding appropriation levels, formula funding, or the establishment of financial
profiles.
In developing this study, and through review of earlier work, a number of data corn
parability problems were identified. These mandate that extreme care be taken in making
inter-State comparisons of certain measurements. These comparability problems are dis-
cussed in detail in Appendix A, Section 2, and should be studied prior to reading any
individual State's profile.

A number of variations in the way States report data in postsecondary education
underly our concern regarding comparability. For example, in some States, the voca
tional education system is included within higher education; in others, it is a cymponent
of elementary-secondary education. Similarly, medical schools are organized and reported
as separate campuses in some States; in others, they are integrated within a university.
Different State practices for debt financing and retirement system payments, and in en
rollment count also contribute to the comparability problems.
There is no "ideal" funding pattern recommended or implied in this study, nor are there
good" or "bad" connotations attached to State rankings. States differ so greatly that

many funding strategies can be considered sound.
Financing higher education is a difficult and complex process. This is reflected in the

new approach to data presentation found in this study. The study is more comprehensive
than previous work of this type in introducing such factors as student migrations and dif



ferent enrollment patterns, State and local government tax capacity and effort, the struc-
ture of the public higher education system, and institutional revenue and 'expenditure
details. Yet there are voids that can be filled only with locally supplied data. Thus, r
formation should be introduced into the analysis by knowledgeable State and local
officials regarding geographical orice differsnces, costly versus less costly academic pro-
grams, competition for State n.oiries and traditional funding priorities, history o! taxa-
tion, specialized accounting practices, and the role of the private sector.

The breadth of information required for sound funding decisions suwests that many
different points of view in higher education be taken into consideration. It is therefore
recommended that the analysis and interpretation of this study proceed from the varied
perspectives of postsecondary institutions, State commissions, the legislative and execu-
tive branches, the public, and student clientele.

Proper interpretation and assessment of financing higher education requires study of each
State's entire data presentation. Isolation of a single measure or attention to a limited
segment is likely to be misleadirig. One example is the current popular focus on State ap-
propriations per capita, a measure that ignores the different needs for funding represented
by enrollment levels, the varying taxing ability of States, different strategies for utilizing
tuition versus appropriations, and numerous Other factors that determine and usually
justify variations in per capita support. Readert are urged to become thoroughly familiar
with their State's entire financial picture before attempting evaluation of any specific
operating level.

Recognizing the importance of budget decisions and resource allocations that may be in-
fluenced by subsequent editions of this study, and the critical need for valid comparative
procedures, the authors request your constructive commentary on the study design and
statistical detail. Please send your comments to the authors in care of NCHEMS, P.O. Drawer
P. Boulder, Colorado 80302.

As a follow-on to this review, NCHEMS will convene a group of financial experts and in-
stitutional and State representatives to examine this study and provide detailed recommenda-
tions. Efforts to improve national data collectio are also underway. Both activities should aid
materially in the further development of this report.



Preface

This report has been jointly sponsored by the National Center for Higher Education IV
agement Systems (NCHEMS) and the National Institute of Education (N I E). We acknowle
with thanks this financial support and professional encouragement. The data have been provi
primarily by the National Center for Education Statistics. The improved quality and timeli .

of the NCES data tapes has provided an essential building block for the study. Computer
gramming was performed largely by Ellen Cherin, with the assistance of David Makowski.
both these individuals, but particularly Elk.A, we are especially indebted. We also wish to th
Paula Dressler for her tireless efforts in typing and producing this report. She has wor
steadily to carefully provide accuracy in both data and text.

This report on financing in the fifty states has evolved from earlier work by both auth
Kent Halstead in Statewide Planning in Higher Education (1974) identified various inch,
related to higher education financing and the socig*onomic status of States that are use
this study. His work Tax Wealth in the Fifty States '(1978) provides the tax capacity, tax eff
and tax revenues measures used. Also, adjustments for inflation are based on his annual Hit
Education Price Index (HEPI). Finally, the appendix presenting limited comparisons for 1
is largely based on earlier similar work by Halstead appearing in the Chronicle of Higher Eck
tion (October 25, 1976). Marilyn McCoy in her work with the Statewide Analysis Task Fc
at NCHEMS (including Halstead) developed the basic data system and framework used in
report. The members of that task force provided invaluablq suggestions and comments in
evolution of the predecessor of this study published as State and Local Financial Suppor
Higher Education 1973-74 and an earlier version for 1972-73.

While this previous work established elements and a background for the current rep
much new work has been done to establish a more easily understood framework for anal.,
Most important has been the development of a financing diagram which interrelates the vari
enroliment, State financing, and education system factors. Now, all the information abot
particular State is presented in a double-page spread of charts, graphs, and text comment
This approach provides in a single location the critical factors influencing State financinE
comparative terms.

It is intended that this study be updated every other year. The 1978 fiscal year rer
should be published in 1980. Recommendations for improvement in format or analysis
encouraged.



SPECIAL NOTE

In the development of this report, NCHEMS has constructed an extensive data base
using tapes and other published material from the National Center for Education
Statistics, the Census Bureau, and the National Association of State Scholarship
Programs, among others. In this report, summary data for six categories of public
and independent institutions are displayed for e&ch of the fifty States and tht-.

District of Columbia. Similar reports by institution can be calculated from thisdat
base. In addition, the extensiveness of the base encompassing basic enrollment,
financial, faculty, degrees, student migration, and demographic data, encoureget
the generation of specially tailored' reports. If your institution or State is interestec

in further analysis, contact Marilyn McCoy, NCHEMS, P.O. Drawer P, Boulder,
Colorado 80302 or 303-492-8106 and addititional analysis can be provided on
cost-reimbursement basis.
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Chapter 1

INTRODUCTION

State and local governments are the single most im-
portant source of financial support to American higher
education. Of the $31 billion in educational and general
(E&G) revenues received by all colleges and universities
in fiscal year 1976, $14 billion or 45 percent came from
State and local government appropriations and grants
and contracts. Tuition at $8.2 billion and Federal appro-
priations and contracts at $5.4 billion were next in im-
portance. In the public sector, State and local govern-
ments completely dominate, providing 60% of total
E&G revenues received by public colleges and univer-
sities.

NEED FOR STUDY

The major role of State and local governments in
financing higher education presents a clear incentive for
efforts to understand and evaluate that supptn-t. Yet
however detailed and thorough such analyses may be,
they must always be interpreted with the recognition
that there are certain inherent conditions and complexi-
ties of financing among the States that lead to a wide
range of acceptable practice. The level of State appro-
priations is not so much dependent on immediate

1 State and local government support of public institutions as a
percent of total E&G revenues, while averaging 60 percent for
the public sector, exhibits a wide variation in selected cases.
Appropriations range from a high of 77 percent in the District of
Columbia to a low of 26 percent in Vermont. States with propor-
tionately heavy appropriations support include California and
New York at 70 percent and Massachusetts at 69 percent. States
providing a relatively small share of E&G revenues include New
Hampsh ire (36%), Delaware (42%), and Colorado and Utah (44%).

1



legislative action es it is a long-term consequence 0 such
basic factors as State education traditions and objec-
tives, the role of the private sector, government taxing
capacity, college preparation and high school graduation
rates, and the structure Of institutions in the public
higher education system. State differences in these
factors heavily influence their postsecondary education
financing. No methodology for financial analysis can
replicate this complexity or substitute for local knowl-
edge, interpretation, and judgment.

Such differences notwithstanding, comparisons
between States are inevitable. And such comparisons
are of value in establishing perspective, helping to set
realistic goals, and identifying alternative policies and

practices. This study contributes to the value of com-
parative analysis by providing an improved analytical
methodology and relevant data, while at the same time
recognizing the absence of many crucial factors that
are important in the decisionmaking process.

In the past, State support of higher education
often has been assessed on simple rankings of a few
aggregate measures. Although commonly used, this
approach is entirely inadequate and often misleading.
As one example of how misleading a single ranking can
be, consider the five States ranking lowest in the U.S.
in appropriations for higher education per capita. Des-

pite their low income status, only one of the five has a

substantially underfinanced education system. The
others have achieved near averaw total operating fund-
ing per student either by supplementing State support
with high tuitions or with income from other sources,
or, as is the case for one State, by having a low enroll-
ment level consistent with and counterbalancing the low

appropriations.

24
2

In this study, 25 measures of State higher educa-
tion financing are reported in four areasstudent enroll-
ments, State and local government taxation and allo-

cation, institutional revenues, and institutional ex-
penditures. The data are reported in absolute amounts,
by indexes relative to the U.S. average, and through
trend and percent distribution measures. In detailing the

current status of financing and related factors, as

limited by existing national data, this study attempts

to inform decisionmakers of these statistics and their

interrelationships. By providing examples of other
States, it attempts also to suggest alternative financing

strategies.
This information should be useful both in assessing

past performance and as supporting material for current

decisionmaking. Explanation of previous funding levels

is an important aspect of State accountability, a re-
sponsibility of State legislators, higher education system

officers, and institutional heads. Decisions on future
funding can be supported by knowledge of tax strength,

the degree to which this resource is tapped, the rate of
allocation to higher education, and the degree to which

other funding sources are utilized.

STUDY DESIGN

Responding to these needs, this study focuses on

the presentation and analysis of a wide number of con-
ditions affecting State financial support of higher educa-

tion. The analysis includes:

25



Review of State appropriation increases relative
to enrollment growth and inflation
Study of where students come fromend how
many enroll
Identification of student enrollment in particu-
lar types of public institutions_
investigation of State fiscal capacity and effort
and the degree to which tax revenues are allo-
cated to higher education
Evaluation of institutional support and student
aid by type of institution
Analysis of institutional revenues from non-
State sources
Examination of institutional expenditure pat.
terns.

Together, these analyses provide a comprehense review
of higher education financing that places State and local
government appropriations in a broad context.

While the study provides information about many
different aspects of State financing, it does not cover all
features as-discussed earlier. Among additional factors
now being considered for inclusion are enrollment
levels, program focus, tax capacity detail, and student
migration. In every instance, the published statistics
should be supplemented with local information and
data when available.

The presentation of the analysis has been organized
into four major componentspublic enrollments, State
and local government finances, institutional revenues,
and institutional expenditures, all by institutional cat(
gory. This organization permits independent analysis of
each component yet preserves coherence of the overall
framework. The different components have been inter-

t

related (by formula) to demonstrate the relationships of
alternative funding strategies.

An additional important feature is the emphasis
given inter-State comparisons. Most of the data are in-
dexed relative to the US. average (U.S. equals 100).
These indexes provide an important reference about
high or low position, suggesting conditions a State may
wish to examine for consistency with its objectives.
Caution, however, should be exercised to emphasize
that only comparisons with similar State/ and.groups of
institutionssimilar in resources, mode of operation,
and educational objectiveswould be valid in this con-
text.

STUDY ORGANIZATION

The main body of this study presents a model of
State financial support and related data for each State.
The various measures are defined in th is chapter together
with an explanation of how the entries interrelate and
how the data should be analyzed and interpreted. Chap-
ter 2 provides a summary of the major highlights of the
study, including a series of rankings for the States.
Chapter 3 includes the basic display for each State, en-
compassing a "Commentary," selected "Trends," and a
"Flow Model" of State financing of higher education.
Appendix A includes comments about data limitations,
information on the data sources used, and a description
of the institutional classification procedure. Appendix B
provides supplemental data, particularly for the inde-
pendent sector. The State-by-State displays in Chapter 3
present only aggregate data for the total independent
sector. Appendix B provides the detail of this data for
each category of independent institutions. Appendix C
presents a limited analysis of State and local government



support of higher education in 1977-78, based on appro-
priations data collected by M. M. Chamber& Because the
Chambers'. data are not as detailed as that collected by
NCES, the analysis in this appendix is far less complete
than the presentations of Chapter 3. However, the re-
cency of the data appears to be of sufficient importance
to warrant this supplemental presentation.

EXPLANATION OF THE ANALYSIS

The analysis of State support of higher education is

presented for each of the 50 States on facing pages in
Chapter 3. The three part presentation"Commentary,"
"Trends," and "Financing Diagram"are explained
below.

A. Commentary Section

This short commentary highlights major aspects of
the State's higher education financing profile. Some
questions to which the commentary responds include:

Have State and local government appropria-
tions kept pace with enrollments and infla-
tion in order to preseive the purchasiag power
of institutions?
Are public enrollment levels consistent with
State goals for higher education? Are the col-
lege entrance rates, in-migration, student reten-
tion, and mix of full- and part-time students at
desired levels?

Is the State's allocation of tax revenues to high-
er education consistent with .enrollments in the
public sector? This balance can be gauged by
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examining appropriations per student in each
institutional sector.

How wealthy or poor is the State in terms of
its ability to support public programs (tax
capacity) and to what extent has the State
tapped its tax potential (tax effort)?

What is the structure of higher education in
the State? What types of institutions exist in
the State in total and in the public sector?
Mich institutions enroll most of the students?

How do appropriations per student for each
type of institution compare with national aver-
ages? In particular, how did the institutional
sectors with the largest enrollments fare in
State appropriations?

How have recent trends in appropriations,
taking account of enrollment changes and in-
flation, affected inttitutional well-being? Are
those institutions that have been underfunded
receiving the greatest increases or continuing
to decline in State Appropriations?

To what extent do other sources besides the

State contribute tip institutional support?
Wheels the relative role of the State and locali-
ties,..the Federal government, tuition income,
and privite gifts and grants, in the institutions'
revenue profile? How dependent are the insti-
tutions in the State on any single source?

In view of the proportion of public and ind
pendent sector enrollments, is the State's pro-
vision of student aid and institutional support
to independent institutions adequate?

9



B. Trend Section

The table "Trends in State and Local Appropria-
lions to Higher Education" shows one year changes2
(FY75 to FY76) in appropriations, adjusted for enroll-
ment and inflation changes. The data are presented for
the public and independent sectors and by type of pub-
lic institution.3 That table, with seven columns, shows:

the number of institutions in each category
FTE enrollments in 1976
State and local educational and general appro-
priations in 1976
percentage changes in appropriations from
1975 to 1976
percentage changes in FTE enrollments in that
period
percentage changes in appropriations per FTE
student in that period
percentage changes in appropriations per FTE
student after adjustment for inflation of 6.6%

2While this initial study has used trend data for a single year,
subsequent editions will extend the time frame for more accurate
trend identification.

3 An asterisk by an institutional category indicates that there is
a first professional health program inclucked in the data for one or
more institutions in that category. Because some schools separately
report the finance and enrollment data for their medical whools
and others do not, asterisks are used to identify institutional cate-
gories where health professional programs are not separately re-
ported. These programs are singJed out specifically because in
general they are expensive and may influence the average for that
sector.

(FY75 to FY76) using the Higher Education
Price Index.

This last column, showing changes in appropriations
per student after inflation, is the best indication of
whether a particular category of institution has been
able to keep pace with enrollment changes and inflation.
The measure shows the per unit purchasing power of
State dollars in constant terms. A limitation of this
measure is Its failure to account for marginal costs of
additional students, because it implies that each increase
or decrease in appropriations involves average per stu-
dent rates.

Readers should recognize that economies of scale
exist for institutions with larp enrollments, resulting in
lower average costs than smaller institutions. TheSe
economies mean that changes in funding requirements
are best reported by marginal costs; i.e., the cost of sup-
port required for one widitional student. Marginal costs
are less than average costs in the range of operations Of
most institutions, and therefore smaller funding changes
are required for any trowth or decline in enrollments
than indicated by average cost figures. This is particu-
larly true for very large institutions where marginal costs
may be half those pf small institutions.

The trend table in this study reflects average sup-
port needs not marginal requirements. Institutions expe-
riencing a decline in enrollment should plan for a reduc-
tion in expenditures at marginal rates which results in
higher overall average costs. Similarly, institutions expe-
riencing enrollment gains .vill add expenditures at mar-
ginal rates with rearlting even* costs being loner.

A second difficulty in analyzing trends in appro-
priations per student, even when adjusted for inflation,
is failure to account for budpt expansion to improve
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program quality and equipment With fixed enrollment
and no inflation, averap appropriations per student
should increase over time as part of the continuing
effort by colleges and universities to improve their
services.

The second trend table, "Trends in the Mix of Sup-
port to Public Higher Education," shows the changes in

the roles of different institutional funding sources over
a. four-year van from fiscal year 1972 to 1976. The
table is an important, though short-term, indication of
the dependency of public institutions on each funding
source: State and local appropriations, tuition income,
government grants and contracts (mostly Federal), pri-
vate gifts, grants and endowment income, and "other."
The table also demonstrates whether that dependency is

increasing or decreasing.

C. State Higher Education Financing Diagram

The financing diagram provides information about
the status of State and local higher education funding
for FY1976. In broadest terms, appropriations are
derived from the State's financial strength in relation-
ship to institutional enrollments, supplemented by reve-

nues from other sources, and utilized according to ex-
penditure patterns. This set of interrelationships is

reflected in the financing diagram. In the upper left
portion of the diagram, public enrollments are derived
from high school graduates, in-migration of students
from other States, and the enrollment of continuing
students. At the lower left, appropriations are derived
from State and local finances depending on tax capacity
in the State, efforts to tax that capacity, and the alloca-

tion of taxes to. higher education. Enrollments and_

32

finances are presented on a per capita basis as the
capacity and responsibility for supporting higher edu-
cation rests with the population. The ;nstitutional cate-
gory section of the diagram relates appropriations and
students according to the State's enrollment profile by
type of institution. Institutional revenues combine State
and local appropriations with revenues from other
sources. In this institutional section, as opposed to the
previous State portion, amounts are expressed on a
per student basis rather than per capita. Finally, insti-
tutional revenues are converted to expenditures to show
the utilization of all financial support. This broad out-
line of the financing diagram is illustrated on paw 7.

1. Public Enrollments
Educating students is the major task of colleges

and universities and therefore enrollments are a primary
measure of the work load carried by these institutions
and useful in judging financial support requirements.
Also, by relating State and other revenues tc enroll-
ments, unit comparisons can be made for evaluating the
adequacy of support provided. Enrollment levels further
reflect the degree to which high schools prepare pupils
for college entrance, the opportunities for enrollment,
the attractiveness of State institutions to non-residents,
and current collegiate year-to-year retention rates. Im-
proving these conditions are typical educational poals of
States, as, for example, the objective of providng post-
secondary opportunities for all qualified residents. For
these reasons, States generally take into account the
magnitude and derivation of public enrollments in ana-
lyzing their responsibilities for financial support. Many
budgets in fact are based on enrollment-driven formulas.
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In this enrollment section, the major focus of the
analysis is derivation of the FTE enrollment level at
public institutions as a measure of the State's basic edu-
cational load. To facilitate comparisons among States,
all components are reported in terms of the basic sup-
porting population (per 1,003 population). The analysis
is illustrated in the PUBLIC ENROLLMENTS diagram
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below. The derivation begins with high school graduates
(#1) as the primary source for State residents entering
college..4-figh school graduates multiplied by their en-
trance rate to State institutions (#2) provides first-time
resident enrollments (#3). Adding first-time out-of-State
studehts (#4) yields totid first-time enrollments (#5).
When multiplied by a retention factor (#6) to obtain
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PUBL IC ENROLLMENTS

High
School
Graduates

(#1)

Entrance Rate
to Public

X Institutions
(#2)

First-Time First-Time Out-of-State
Resident Students (#4)
Enrollments +
(#3)

(PER 1000 POPULATION)

total enrollment, and a factor to convert headcount to
full-time equivalent (FTE) enrollment (#7), total FTE

enrollment in public institutions (#8) is obtained.
FTE enrollment per 1,000 population (#8) is a basic

input factor in this analysis. It represents the student
load to be supported by State appropriations. The States

lbw

8

First-Time Enrollment
(#5)

X

Retention Factor (Total
Enrollment to First-Time
Enrollment)(#6)

X

Conversion Factor
(Headcount Enrollment
to FTE Enrollment) (#7)

FTE Enrollmvnt in Public
Institutions (l#13)

average 30 FTE students in public institutions per 1,000
State residents. The range is 13.7 FTE students in the
District of Columbia to 50 FTE students in Arizona. It
is a remarkable variance in so basic a factor, and suggests
the importance that each of the eioilThieuting factors dis-
cussed below has on financing.
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#1 High School Graduates (Public and nonpublic
high school graduates per 1,000 population)

High school graduates are the primary source of
first-time resident students at public institutions
and therefore an appropriate starting base for
deriving enrollments. Appro.iimately 90% of
entering freshmen are recent high school gradu-
ates:* The average in this country is 15 high
school graduates for every 1,000 persons. Thirty
States have bett.yeen 14 and 16 high school
graduates per 1,000 persons; the others show
gieater variability from a low of 9 per 1,000 in
D.C. to a high of 18 per 1,000 in South Dakota.

#2 College Entrance Rate (First-time residfmt enroll-
ment in public institutions as a peiccntage of
high school graduates)

The callege entrance rate reflects the degree
which a State's high school graduates find publie
higher education in the State attractive and are
financially able to attend. It also sugpsts the
preparedness of high school graduates for college,
and student, parental, and community disposition
towards attendance at State institutions. The en-
trance rate is usually the most important factor
in determining a State's final FTE enrollment
level and the conditiory contributing to high or
low values should be determined and studied. The
average entrance rate for the U.S. is 59 percent

4Alexander W. Astin, Margo R. King, Gerald T. Richardson,
The American Freshman: National Norms for Fall 1976, P.Ineri-
can Council on Education and the University of California, Los
Angeles, LA., Calif., p. 19.

with a high value of 132 percent in Oregon and a
low of 30 percent in New Hampshire. Values
above 70 to 80 percent indicate that substantial
numbers of adults are entering college and con-
tinuing their education some time after they have
graduated from high school.

#3 First-Tim Resident Enrollment (Headcornt of
residein students enrolled for toe first time at
publiF institutions of higher eduation per 1,000
population)

First-time students, mostly beginning freshmen,
are individuals who have never been previously
enrolled at any institution of higher education.
Only State residents are included in this measure.
Index *3 equals the size of the high school grad-
uate class (#11 ir.Jitiplied by their inouted pro-
gression n:te to college (*Z. On average 8.7 resi-
dents enroll first-time in college for every 1,000
persons. The range is from a low of 4 per 1,000
in D.C. to a high of 18.6 per 1,000 in Oregon.
This wide, variation in the number of first-time
residents enrolling in State institutions indicates
fundamental differences among States in the
role of public higher education in serving citizen
needs.

#4 In-Migration (Headcoynt of non-residents enroll-
ing for the first time in public institutions ia the
State per 1,000 population)

This index measures the degree to which a State
provides attractive, accessible higher education
opportunities to first-Vme out-of-State students.
Factors influencing large in-migration are likely
to include low non-resident tuition, academic



reputation, program offerings, topography and
climate, and the degree of competition for non-
resident students by other nearby States. On
average, almost one person (.9) per 1,000 travels
to another,State for higher education opportuni-
ties. Arivina (5.3 per 1,000), Wyoming (3.2),
and Coloiado (3.0) lead the country in the en-
rollmeni of first-time out-of-State students.
Alaska (.1), New York (.1), Pennsylvania (.3),
and New Jersey (.3) have the fewest number of
out-of-Staters enrolling as first-time students.

#5 First-Time Enrollment (Headcount of resident
and non-resident students enrolling for the first
time per 1,000 population)

This index is the sum of resident (#3) and non-
resident (#4) first-time enrollments. The number
represents the attractiveness and accessibility of
State institutions to new students. On average
9.6 students per 1,000 population enroll as first-
time students. Arizona lead!, the nation with
20.8 in contrast to,, the District of Columbia
which has only 5.1 first-time students per 1,000
population.

#6 Retention Factor (Ratio of total headcount en-
rollment to first-time headcount enrollment in
public institutions)

The retention factor expands first-time into total
enrollments. It reflects the proportion of stu-
dents that continue their education beyond first
enrollment. State systems that emphasize upper
division, graduate and professional education
show high retention factors. Those that focus
on two-year terminal programs have lower
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values. In addition, the selectivity of admissions
and success of the institutions in meeting student
needs also affect retention. An average of 4.3
total students are enrolled for every first-time
student in the US. Rhode Island has the highqst
ratio, 6.31-Oregon the lowest, 2.8.

#7 Conversion Factor (Ratio of full-time equivalent
to headcount enrollment in public institutions)

This ratio reflects the degree to which students
are enrolled hart-time as opposed to full-time.
High vilues, suggest conditions and program
emphasis encouraging or requiring full-time en-
rollments. Low values may be clue to sizeable
graduate and continuing learning programs
where part-time attendance is common. While
institutions vary in their definition of .FTEf a
simplified rule used by the U.S. Office of Educa-
tion is that part-time students equal one-third
full-time attendance. The average conversion fac-
tor for the U.S. is .72; i.e., therev. are .72 FTE
students for a headcount of 1 student. Most
States show ratios similar to this average. North
Dakota has the highest rate, .89, Alaska the low-
est, .49.

# 8 full-Time Equivalent Enrollment (FTE public
enrollment per 1,000 population) t

This index is the load measure used in this
analysis. It is computed by multiplying first-
time enrollment (#5) by the retention (#6)
and conversion (#7) factors. While student en
rollment is only an approximate load measure
for revenues and expenditures, it is probably
the best single measure. However, it should be
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remembered that the financing reqUired for
many institutional operations such as adminis-
tration, plant operation and maintenance, librar-
ies, public service, and research are only indi-
rectly proportional or even unrelated to the
numbers of students enrolled. Within a particu-
lar category of institutions, per student compari-
sons are useful. However, comparisons between
two different categories of institutions are not
advised, because the activities and programs may
be so dissimilar that entirely different and un-
comparable financial support is required.

Below the PUBLIC ENROLLMENTS arrow, total
FTE public enrollments are shown by institutional cate-
gory plus enrollment& for the private sector. The share
of total enrollments for any of the six public institu-
tional categories can be computed by simply dividing
the given category's FTE enrollmeOtr capita by the
total public enrollment (e.g., in the US, table 9, 9.1
FTE students in major doctoral institutions represents
31 percent of the 29.8 total public enrollments per
1,000 population).

2. State and Local Government Finances

Although decisions on government funding of public
services are largely based, on historical precedents and
current political and citizen pressures, ttsee decisions
occur in a financial context of relative wealth (or poverty)
and must involve taxation and allocationconditions
which can be measured and analyzed. The analysis pre-
sented here utilizes these three factors in presenting
State and focal government finances asthey are employed
to support higher educationtax capacity, an index of
the taxable economic strength inherent within a State;

tax effort, the extent to which a State makes use of its
fiscal of taxable capacity; and, ari allocation rate which
measures the proportion of collected taxes designated
for higher education. Tax ,capacity (#9) multiplied by
tax effort (#10) equals State and local government tax
revenues collected (#11). These collected revenues mul-
tiplied by the allocation rate (#12) equal State and local
appropriations to public institutions (#13). These rela-
tionships are illustrated in the STATE AND LOCAL
GOVERNMENT FINANCES diagram below.

While the analysis emphasizes appropriations to
public institutions, the finance diagram presents addi-
tional per capita amounts from State and local sources
to independent institutions and for student aid (in the
finance diagram above and to the left of the State gov-
ernment arrow). The U.S. average for State and local
government appropriations for public higher education
is $60.90 per capita. In addition, the States spend $.80
per capita for independent institutional support, and
$1.04 per capita for student aid in the public sector and
$1.26 in the private sector. Ninety-five percent of all
State and local higher education support goes to public
institutions, the other 5 percent goes to independent
institutions and to student aid. As with enrollments,
appropriations per capita are shown for each of six
public institutional categories as well as a single total
for independent institutions (see Appendix B for sup-
plementary data by category of independent institution).

The five measures of State and local government
finance used in this analysis are defined as follows:

#9 Tax Capacity (Potential State and local govern-
ment tax revenues in measunxI by a "represen-
tative tax system" per capita)

11
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STATE.AND LOCAL GOVERNMENT FINANCES

PER CAPITA

State & Local X
Tai Capacity (#9)

State and Local
Appropriations to
Public Institutions
(#13)

Allocation Rate to
Public Higher
Education (#12)

X

Tax State & Local Tax
Effort (#10)- Revenues (#11)

This index measures the ability or potential of
State and local governments to obtain revenues
for public purposes through various kinds of
taxes. The wealth of local residents is only one
contributing source df tax revenues, therefore
per capita personal income is not equivalent to
this tax capacity measurement.

Tax capacity is measured here by the "represen-

,..,.--
tative tax system"5 which defines the tax capac-

5The "representative tax system" approllich to capacity mea-
surement was initially developed by the Advisory Commission on
Intergovernmental Relations (Mushkin and Rivlin) and recently
simplified for yearly computation by Robert Reischauer and

ity of a State and its local governments as the
amount of revenue they could raise (relative to
other State and local governments) if all 50
State-local systems applied tax rates at the na-

r

tional average to their respective tax bases. The
sum of capacities for all States equals the total
tax revenues collected in the U.S. The tax bases

represent for each of the various kinds of State
and local taxes, the degree to which taxable
activity exists within the jurisdiction; e.g., for

Kent Halstead. See Halstead, Tax Wealth in Fifty States, U.S.
Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, National Institute
of Education, U.S. Government Printing Office, Washington, D.C.,
1978, 255 pp, stock 4017-080-01871-3, & 5.
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the general sales tax, the tax base is the dollar
value of retail sales in the State; for motor fuel
tax, the volume of highway fuel consumption,
etc. The tax rates applied are the average amount
of taxes collected nationwide as percentages of
the total US. tax base activities; e.g., if 5% of
total general sales is collected in taxes nationally,
then 5% is the rate applied to the level of general
sales in each State. Thus the tax potential or
capacity in a State is dependent on the level of
economic activity being taked, multiplied by a
common tax rate.

The extreme values in relative tax capacity are
from $970 per capita, or 51% above the national
average in Nevada, to $448 per capita, or 30%
below the national average in Mississippi. This
means that Mississippi has only 46% of the inher-
ent tax wealth of Nevada to sipport higher edu-
cation and other public services. For all States,
relative tax capacity establishes the inherent
wealth on which financial support of public
services, including higher education, are depen-

dent. States with low tax capacity are at an
inherent disadvantage and must tax at higher
rates to raise collected revenues to the levels

of States with greater economic strength. Yet
the willingness of citizens to be taxed cannot be

exceeded, and tax poor States may have to com-
promise in meeting certain public service needs.

#10 Tax Effort (State and local government tax reve-
nues collected as a percent of State and local tax
capacity)

Tax effort measures, in percentage terms, how

much of State end local governinent tax capiwity
is actually used. The tax revenues collected fcir
all States equals total tax capaity nationwide.
Since the nationwide effort by definition is

100%, the effort measures for individual States
indicate how they compare in tax collection per-
formance with the 'national average. The State
making the greatest tax effort is New York with
an index 52 percent above the nationwide aver-
age. At the low extreme is Texas, with an effort
index 32 percent below the average. Thus for
every potential tax dollar obtainable at national
average rates, New York collects $1.52 while
Texas collects $.68a ratio of 2.2 to 1. Advo-
cates of increasing support for public services
often attack low taxing effort when it is a major
contributing factor to low tax revenues.

#11 Tax Revenues (State and local tax revenue col-
lected per capita)

Collected tax revenues represent the wealth
available to State and local governments for pub-
lic use. The index essentially identifies "rich"
versus "poor" States according to the size of
their bank accounts. Tax revenues are an end
product of tax capacity and effort. Thus States
with a low capacity but high effort can still raise
an average amount of tax revenues. Vermont,
for example, ranks 44th in tax capacity, 16 per-
cent below the national average, but ranks 3rd in
tax effort, 21 percent above the national average.
As a res6lt, its collected revenues of $657 per
capita 'exceed the national average of $643. By
contrast, some States with high capacity exert



low effort and achieve 'less than atrerage collec-
tions. Texas with a tax capacity ranked 8th and

tax effort 51st in the nation is a good example.
With a -potential to collect $725 in taxes per
capita, Texas securei only $492, $150 less than
the national average.

In collected revenues, New York is the "richest"
State with $991 in tax revenues per capita, 54%
above the national average. Alabama and Arkan-
sas are the "poorest" States collecting about
$396 per capita. These designations, however,
must be tempered by the fact that some States
have far greater social -needs than others. This
increases the competition for funding among
alternative uses so that even "rich" States may
experience scarce dollars in financing certain
public programs. Some apparently "poor" States,
on the other hand, may have less than average
public service requirements so that support dol-
lars are more readily available.

Also to be taken into account are price differ
ences among the States which affect the purchas-
ing power of government revenues. While there
are no geographical price indexes for government
services, a State Geographical Cost Index has been
developed (See appendix C, data source H) which
uses salary data from the Bureau of Labor Sta-
tistics for office/clerical workers as a proxy mea-
sure of geographical wage differentials. Index
values of geographical cost differences range
from a high of 145 for Alaska to a low of 84 for
Idaho. Although the validity of this index has
not been determined, it may be used as a guide
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in adjusting dollar values among States to achieve
rough equivalency in purchasinwpower for labor.

#12 Allocation to Public HiOer Education (Percent
of State and local tax revenues that are appro-
priated foil current operating expenses of public
institutions of higher education) C.

This ratio suggests the relative importance of
financing public higher education to the funding
'of-..other public services in the State and local
*government budget. The case for greater alloca-
tion must be made" against competing claims of
other public service programs. Accordingly, evi-
dence that higher education should receive a
greater share of the State budwt is suggested by
relitively lower appropriations per student com-
pared with more favorable unit funding of other
services. Although measurement of unit loads for
various public services are difficult to construct,
initial studies suggest that some States vary great-
ly according to national rankings in adequacy of
funding selected programs. For example, Dela-
ware provides State and local support to ele-

mentary-secondary whools on a per pupil basis
that is 17 percent above the national average,
while support for police protection relative to a
crime incident per capita index is 34 percent
below the national average.6 Such evidence may
be persuasive in realigning budipt priorities.

The fifty States average 10 percent of State and
local tax revenues allocated to higher education

'Halstead, op. cit., Appendix A. Fiscal Capacity and Revenue
Requirements.



for operating expenses of public institutions. This
share however varies substantially with Alaskup
allocating 17 percent of its tax revenues as thin'
maximum and Massachusetts providing 4 percent
of collected taxes to public higher education as a
minimum. ,

#13 State and Local Appropriations to Public Insti-
tutions (State and local tax revenues per capita
appropriated for current operating expenses of
public institutions)

This index parallels FTE enrollment per capita
(#8). It indicates the relative financial load on
the State's population represented by public
higher education. Only appropriations for oper-
ating expenses are included and thus the total
cost of public education is understated by the
amount of capital support. Appropriations for
independent institutions and for student aid are
separately shown': The citizens of the U.S. spend
an average $61 for public higher education. In
addition, they spend $3 for independent institu-
tions and student aid.

Alaska spends the largest amount per capita,
$130, for public higher education, followed by
Wyoming, $103, and California, $102.. New
Hampshire at $31, Massachusetts ($30) and
Vermont ($36) spend the least. However, appro-
priations per capita is a State-level measure of
the commitment of residents to 'support higher
education; it is not a measure of the adequacy of
support at the institutional level. Thus the model
now shifts from State finances and enrollment
related to population, to institutional revenues

and expenditures related to student& Appropria-
tions anli enrollments are thus combined in the
central portion of the diagranwith amoUnts on
a per student basis as opposed to the previous
per capita basis.

Before proceeding with the institutional level analy-
sis, certain perspective can be obtained by comparison
of appropriations and enrollments on a per capita basis
For the U.S. average, indexes #8 and #13 equal 100, as
does the ration of national average appropriations per
student, index #14. Individual States, of course, do not
have this balance, and the degree of imbalance is mean-
ingful. Thus if appropriations for a State re indexed at
80 and enrollments at 120, support per student will be
at 67 percent (80/120) of the national level. Compari-
son of indexes #8 andr#13 provides a quick indication
of two basic causes (appropriations or enrollments) for
variance from national averages of State support per
student (index #14).

3. Institutional Revenues and Expenditures

The final section of the financing diagram looks at
State and local appropriations together with other reve-
nues and expenditures distinguished by institutional
category. The six categories are defined in detail in
appendix A, section 3. They are major doctoral institu-
tions. (granting substantial numbers of doctorates), com-
prehensive institutions (graduire degrees are primarily
masters level), baccalaureate ,most degrees are at the
bachelor's level), two-year (emphasizes associate and
certificate degrees), health professional (grants degrees
in a variety of medical first-professional areas), and other
professional and specialized (includes a mixed grciuping

.4 I
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of institutions including single program medical schools,
engineering schools, teachers colleges, law schools, rab-

binical schools, seminaries, and other professional or
specialized programs).

The missions of these schools and the financing
they require vary greatly. Thus a single measure of
appropriations per student for an State institutions is
not very informative. By disaggregating this support by
type of institution, the added detail explains the struc-
ture of the pub'ic system and permits the financing of
each type of institution to be evaluated independently
in comparison with similar institutions.

In States where a large proportion of students
attend major doctoral institutions with their inherently
expensive complex of programs encompassing instruc-
tion at many degree levels, research, and pubiic service,

the support requirements are high. The opposite occurs
in States where the enrollment emphasis is in two-year
colleges which are generally less expensive to operate.
In this instance, support requirements for the total pub-

lic system will be substantially less.
The proportional spread of enrollments by type of

institution among the States shows some decided em-

phases. At one extreme is California with 62 percent of
public enrollments at two-year colleges and 24 percent
attending comprehensive institutions. Only 14 percent
of California students attend major doctoral institutions.
In contrast, Ohio has 62 percent of its enrollments at
major doctoral institutions with only 25 percent attend-
ing two-year colleges. Nevada is an example of a bi-
modal system with 56 percent of enrollments at com-
prehensive institutions and 44 percent at two-year col-

leges.
These differences in enrollment patterns greatly
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affect total funding requirements. For this reason it is
important that States understand how their structure
varies from other States and its consequences on fund-

ing. This will encourage development of an overall plan

of financir based on the independent analysis of need
for each type of institution within the system.

In this analysis, institutional educational and gen-

eral (E&G) revenues are separated into five categories:
State and local appropriations; tuition.; government con-
triicts; gifts, grants and endowment income; and other
revenues. Revenues for auxiliary enterprise, hospitals
ond independent operations are excluded. Revenues are

displayed irt two waysper student dollar amounts and

percentage shares of total E&G revenues.
The institutional expenditure categories are: instruc

tion, research, public service, other E&G expenditures,
and total E&G. Following the format used for revenues,

the expenditure categories are shown in per student dol-
lar amounts and as percentage shares of total E&G
expenditures.

It is important to remember that the indexes for

revenues and expenditures are computed using U.S.
averages for each of the institutional categories, not the
entire public system. Thus, if a given State has appropria-
tions of $1,554 for major doctoral institutions, this level
is 59% of the national average for appropriations to all

major doctoral institutions.
Definitions of the indexes in this segment are as

follows:

#14 State and Local Government Appropriations
(State and local government appropriations per
student for current operating expenses of higher
ef;ucation)

5.1



INSTITUTIONAL REVEiYUES AND EXPENDITURES
(E & G per student)

INSTITUTIONAL REVENUES

#14
INSTITUTIONS:

#15
Other revenues

TuitionState & local Govt.
PUBLIC appropriations grants &

major doctoral contracts
comprehensive
baccalaureate
two-yeal
health professional Dollars per student
other professional

and specialized

Private
gifts,
grants&
endowment

INDEPENDENT
Percent Distribution

#16

INSTITUTIONAL EXPENDITURES,,,11,4hE
Other TOTAL Instruction Research Public Other TOTAL

Service

Dollars per student

Percent Distribution

This index reflects the current status of the
State's contribution to institutional support on a
student unit basis. Used in conjunction with the
trena information in display for each State, the
institution's improvement or loss in appropria-
tion support can be seen. Comparison with
national averages should be made with recogni-
tion of the role of other revenue sources, par-
ticularly when such revenues offset low State
support. For example, an index for a given cate-
gory of institutions based on State support alone
may be 20% below the U.S. average because of
substantial income from other sources such as
tuition. In this example, the State has assumed a

lesser funding role because of the large contribu-
tions by other sources.

#15 Other E&G Revenues (Revenues per student
from tuition, government contracts, gifts and
grants, and other sources for current operating
expenses of institutions of higher education)

Tuition and Fees: Tuition and fees Messed
against students for current operating purposes
including amounts which are remitted to the
State as an offset to the State appropriation.

Governmental Grants and Contracts: Revenues
from Federal, State, and local governmental
agencies which are for specific research projects

17



and training programs under terms of a grant or
contract.

Private Gifts, Grants, Contracts, and Endowment
Income: Private gifts and grants from donors for
which no legal consideration is involved. Private
contracts include those funds for which specific
goods and services must be provided. Included
also is income of endowment and similar funds
expended for current operating purposes.

Other Sources: Includes Federal government
appropriations (mostly to land-grint institutions)
and sales and services of educational activities
such as film rentals, scientific and literary publi-
cations, testing services, university presses, and
dairy products. Also includes revenues from
other sources not covered elsewhere.

The importance of other revenues can be gauged
by study of the relationship of State and local
appropriations (#14) and total E&G revenues
(#16). In a number of States, appropriations are
low but total revenues h, ye been brought up to
average by substantial c ,ntributions from other
sources. In other instances exceptionally low
revenues from other sources have reduced other-
wise adequate State appropriations to below
average total support. Once this overall role of
other revenues is determined, the adequacy of
support provided by any one of the four specific
other revenue sources can be evaluated.

Notibe also how the type of institution strongly
determines the roles of the other revenue sources.
Major doctoral and health professional institu-
tions receive relatively large shares of support

from government contracts and grants. In many
States tuition revenues at 2-year colleges are
small or even non-existent.

#16 Total Revenues (Total revenues from all sources
for current operating expenses of institutions of
higher education per student)

While low support from individual sources can
be rationalized by offsetting high funding from
other sources, no such justification can be made
for inadequate total revenues. To the extent that
the States commonly define the six types of
public institutions in terms of mission, program
emphasis, mode of operation, etc., interstate
comparisons of per student total revenues pro-
vide useful benchmarks of relative achievement.

E&G EXPENDITURES
Current fund educational and general expenditure

components are defined as follows:

Instruction: Expenditures of the colleges, schools,
departments, and other instructional divisions for
general academic, occupational and vocational,
adult education, remedial, and other types of in-
struction. Also expenditures for departmental re-
search and public service which are not separately
budgeted. Excluded are expenditures for academic
administration where the primary function is ad-
ministration (e.g., academie deans).

Research: Funds expended for activities specifi-
cally organized to produce research outcomes and
commissioned by an external agency or separately
budgeted by the institution.



Public Service: Funds budgeted specifically for
public service and expended for activities estab-
lished primarily to provide non-instructional
services beneficial to groups external to the in-
stitution.

Other Functions: This category includes expen-
ditures for institutional support. (general adminis-
trative. services, planning, etc.), academic support

(library, -museums, compu ng support, etc.), stu-
dent services, operation and aintertance of plant,
scholarships and fellowships, ktrtd -educational and
general mandatory transfers. \
The next chaptir will summarize a number of na-

tional patterns in State financing. The 'third and most
important chapter provides the State-by-State analysis
in the format discussed in this chapter.
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Chapter 2 SUMMARY FINDINGS

State and local government funding of public higt

education increased substantially in 1976 to accomn
date new enrollments and combat inflation. Over
States appropriated 13.4 percent more dollars in FY
than FY75 to match an 11.5 percent increase in env

ments. But, after adjusting for inflation of 6.6 perc.
(based on the Higher Education Price Index' ), there s,

a net loss of 4.6 percent in the purchasing power
appropriations per student.

All but five States increased appropriations
FY76. The leader, Nevada, increased State and lc
government support 39.7 percent, followed by Alaba
(35.2 percent), Alaska (33 percent), and Texas (32 L.

cent). The five States reducing overall appropriati

were North Carolina, Massachusetts, Connecticut, k

mont, and Louisiana. Public enrollments during
period increased in all States but Alaska, ranging fro,
high of 20.6 percent in Alabama to .9 percent in
District of Columbia. Thirty States showed gains
appropriations per student, but after adjustment
inflation, only 19 States improved or maintai
appropriations per student in constant dollars. Tf
States, led by Alaska with a 25.9 percent gain, wen

descending order: Wyoming, Nevada, D.C., NE

Dakota, Hawaii, Texas, Oregon, Idaho, New Mex
Alabama, Kansas, Ohio, Iowa, -Utah, Minnesota, Net

ka, Montana, and Delaware. The greatest decline in

stant dollar appropriations per student occurred in N(

GENERAL TRENDS AMONG

THE STATES

D. Kent Halstead, Higher Education Prices arld
Indexes, 1976 Supplement, National institute of Education,
Government Printing Office, Washington, D.C.



Carolina, with an average decline of 22.6 percent at
public institutions.

Appropriations by Institutional Category

Although total State support increased for all
types of public institutions, and all experienced roughly
the same inflation, enrollment growth varied consider-
ably, resulting in significant differences in constant
dollar support per student. Only public health profes-
sional institutions showed real dollar gains per student
in State funding, due to a Massive 28 percent increase
in appropriations which far outdistanced enrollment
growth of 11 percent. Major doctoral, other profes-
sional and specialized, and comprehensive 4-year col-
leges, had small per student constant dollar losses in
State support of .7 percent, 1.1 percent, and 2.0 per-
cent respectively. However, 2-year and baccalaureate
colleges showed large losses in per.student funding of
10.3 percent and 8 percent. In both instances, enroll-
ments grew faster than appropriations with inflation
further compounding the situation.

State Support to Independent Institutions

Led by Pennsylvania With $253 per student and
New York's $244 per student, 26 States provided insti-
tutional support to the private sector (see rankings
section in this chapter for listing). Eighteen of these
States increased their support in constant dollars per
student. The average amount of State and local govern-
ment support received by independent institutions was
$91 per student, a 10 percent increase over the previous
year. With enrollment growth of 6 percent in the private
sector, and inflation of 6.6 percent, constant dollar sup-
port per student declined 3.4 percent.

$i; 1

State Student Aid2

Forty-one States, including D.C., provided aid to
students attending public institutions, and 37 Statessup-
ported students at private institutions. This aid averages
$1.04 per capita for public students, and $1.26per capita
for students attending private institutions.3 (More
meaningful data on amounts of aid received per recipient
and proportion of applicants receiving aid are not avail-
able for this study. However, this deficiency is expected
to be corrected in future editions.) Vermont, New York
and Colorado lead in per capita aid to public students,
and Illinois, Pennsylvania, Iowa, and New York provide
the most dollar per capita aid to private students. In
total, the States spend about $222 million for student
aid to public students and $268 million for students
attending independent institutions.

Support Per Capita

The $13 billion spent by State and local govern- .

ments for public higher education institutional support
amounts to $61 per citizen. This support ranges from a
high of $130 in Alaska to a low of $31 per capita in
New Hampshire. In addition to public institutional sup-
port, an average of $3 in State appropriations go to
independent institutions and student aid for a total
higher education commitment of $64 per capita.

7 The student aid amounts used in this study include only
need-based grants.

3 Joseph D. Boyd, National Association of State Scholarship
and Grant Programs, 7th Annual Survey, 1975-76 Academic Year,
Deerfield, Illinois.
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State Financing

To support higher education and other public ser-
vices, States draw on vastly different inherent wealth.
This wealth is best described by tax capacity, defined
as the amount of revenue that State and local govern-

ments can raise by applying national average tax rates

to their respective tax bases. In 1975 the States col-

lected an average of $643 per capita in taxes. States

with the largest tax potential are Nevada ($970),

Wyoming ($942), and Alaska ($917). The poorest
States have less than half this potential, Mississippi
($448), Maine ($476), and South Carolina ($494).

The willingness of States to tax their inherent
cdpacity is called tax effort. Here also there is as great

a range, with New York collecting 152 percent of its tax

capacity and Texas realizing only 68 percent of its po-
tential. The combined effect of tax capacity and effort
is collected revenues, a measure of actual wealth availa-
ble to support public services. The level of collected
revenues ranges from highs in New York ($994/capita),
California ($851), and Hawaii ($838), to lows in Ala-
bama ($395) and Arkansas ($397).

The average rate at which collected tax revenues arE

allocated by State and local governments to support
higher education is 10 percent. Alaska leads with 17
percent followed by Alabama, South Carolina, Wyom-
ing, anci Utah, all at 15 percent. Higher education is
least important in e budgets of Massachusetts where

the share is 4 percent and in Vermont where it receives

a 5 percent allocation.

Public Enrollments

The national average is 30 full-time equivalent stu-
dents enrolled in public colleges and universities for

every 1,000 citizens. On this 1,000 population basis,

State averages used to derive this public enrollment level

are: high school graduates, 15; entrance rate to public

higher education, 59 percent; first-time resident public
enrollment, 8.7 students; in-migration to public institu-
tions, .9 students; first-time enrollment, 9.6 students;
retention factor (relationship of first-time to total enroll-
ment), 4.3; and a conversion factor (headcount to FTE),
.72. The combination of these factors resulting in the
highest enrollment level is 50 FTE public students per
1,000 population in Arizona. The District of Columbia
has the lowest level of 13.7 FTE public students.

Institutional Revenues and Expenditures

State and local governments play a primary role in
financing public higher education. The average State
support is 60 percent of total educational and general
revenues. The District of Columbia (77 percent) and

California (70 percent) lead in providing the highest
proportion of government support. Vermont (26 per
cent) and New Hampshire (36 percent) are lowest.
Tuition is the next single most important income source,
although accounting for a much smaller share of total
E&G revenues, 16 percent. However, States with low
government support rely heavily on tuition, in particular
New Hampshire (36 percent of total E&G revenues) and

Vermont (34 percent).
The average State appropriation for public higher

education is $2,047 per student. The U.S. average, high

and low values for each category of public institution
are as follows:

U S. Average High Lovv

Major doctoral granting $ 2,627 $ 4.112 (NY) $1,397 (Vt)

Comprehensive 2,000 9,052 (Alaska) 776 (NH)



U. S. Average High Low

General baccalaurasto 1,634 2,938 (Wiv) 809 (Kan)

Two-year 1,398 4,523 (Alafika) 725 (Nay)

Health profusion& 17,376 40,918 (NJ) 8,106 (Minn)

Other profoulonal 1,949 28,331 (Ohio) 856 (NH)

Two-year colleges are most dependent on State and
local government support, receiving 71 percent of total
E&G revenues from this source. Government appropria-
tions are next most important for comprehensive col-
leges (67 percent) followed by general baccalaureate and

other specialized institutions (60 percent) and health
professional schools (56 percent). Least dependent, but
still relying on State and local government for over half
their revenues, are major doctoral institutions (51 per-
cent).

Tuition is by far the most important income source
for independent institutions. Tuition accounts for 50

percent of total E&G revenues with State and local in-
come amounting to only 2 percent. Government con-
tracts and gifts and grants are also important income
sources, each providing 20 percent of total revenues.

Educational and general revenues total $4,901 per
student at independent institutions; $3,443 at public
institutions. This difference is not due to a quality dif-
ferential but rather different emphasis and organization
within the two sectors. Two-year colleges play a much
more important role in the public sector than the pri-
vate, 38 percent of total enrollments compared to 6 per-
cent. Support requirements in the public sector are
therefore far less, due to this more extensive use of
lower cost community college education. For each type
of institutional category, private institutions receive
only slightly greater funding per student.

The remainder of this chapter presents State rank-
ings for the major index measures in this study.

taccol"
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TABLES OF STATE RANKINGS, FY 1976

1. Fervent Change in APPmPrietions
For Public Institutions, P175FY76

2. Percent Change en FTE Enrollments
At Public Institutions, 1075-1978

3. Percent Clump In Appropriations Per Student
F9t Public Institutions, FY7SFY1S

1 Nevada 39 1% 1 Alabama 20 Gqi 1 Atitsua 34 7%

2 Aattlime 35 1 7 Vaq.ma 19 4 Wvotnalg 21 9

3 Alaska 33 0 3 South Catolma 19 3 3 Nev. 50 21 4

4 Texas 32.0 '4 Nur th C.agosna 1 1 3 4 D C 213 1

5 (.orth Dakota 33 7 5 A. katuars 15 5 Notch Dakota 74

6 Sikrvuma..L4 30 1 6 ta,no4s 15 0 6 Havvao 19 4

1 Havva 17 3 1 Nela ask 0 14 4 7 Oreatal 15

I) C Xi 2 8 Keroucky 14 TV/ttli 15 6

9 Nete.sska 14 4 9 14 2 9 Idaho 14 1

10 Idaho 23 5 10 Texas 4 7 10 (WIN Mem 44 11 3

1 1 (1)(efton 22 11 Clew() a 13 11 Aftalattlef 12 2

11 LlIho 70 12 Oklahoma 13 8 17 Komos 11 5

13 Oklahoma 10 4 13 ISAss,s-.,,up, 13 7 13 oh,u 10 1

14 Rimwsota 70 1 14 MO 94tt 13 6 1 4 I (mai 9 1

19 hood., 19 1 15 Car for rr,a 13 C4 A/131ttes44ti: 90

16 Utah 18 9 16 Ma, v lar,d 13 2 16 Utah 9 0

11 Cdhlwrha 18 Li 11 IVI,tsutir 12 17 Nei,' tisk FS

Ifr 18 Wod V rf 12 18 Mr...T.11w 75i

19 Nt'bry M. 18 1 19 I 1141 ,) 1 'S 5 hI.Atni.t- 7 2

Mrsvvtit,t, / A) I .111 WSW(' I 1 Li osiatt.at.a 'IS

21 W41.14444 1', 3 21 M ,,,t3 10 f\it,n, Yuri, 4 8

V tqa, 14 1 INit,n, 5r 10 1 22 C.:1 Iry fi..; 4 6

),etevo, 1 3 )3 10 0 23 01 4,p4s 4 4

14 1.1 74 9 I 74 walk .1 4

Mr, 04 13 12 E .25 !V.A.) 6 1'41 ido 4 7

It Inclarla 141 5 26 fict.-v Kohostr 9 26 Watit M514,14 2

27 Af kdnws 11 9 21 Uh.rt 9 4 21 4#1,9%,...% 2 6

Kf-r.taL 11 / Id Utot, 9 1 1%/14 l't 4

19 Per rtrsv 4.4(4.44 11 Si 19 tAr,s,,t_ous Li I 29 News timou.o. 1 1

30 1441h (1954)4, ;1 SU fihr Irk k 8 :50 NCIM1 J4 *.f

I.V4.0# York 10 9 Massa( hasu,51 8 5 31 Corotado
N.Irv Hartiuth r / .52 avath i 3) Arriorra U .1

33 Ner r 10 6 :32 53 2 .33 May 04445 45 .4

34 11.4.5.,le 9 9 34 6 1 34 South 15.15r 45.1

.55 A. ft Sfl,t 9 / 35 4444% ..44 8 0 k

Ce...orjr$0 e .56 t4144 / 4 .36 AF ktmsd$ f 4

37 5 ur 45r3 1 6 37 Pf.f1T,10, 1 1 / T ti WKS., I '5 5

38 West V94.5. a 7 6 38 Sot/ th D. ;Op i) CfrItlfg. t U I /
39 Tem,eyst 7 2 39 MO(tiatld / 0 39 W611 V 4. q$1.4$ 4 1

40 South Cwo' 40 Havval, 6 6 40 V,9et.a 4 4

4 1 $0111.1 Oneroca 6 5 4 1 Kposts 6 1 41 Vermont b 0
42 13445:31,4an 6 3 42 filv by Yip 5 9 42 Flo 44 5 8
43 %stow: 6 1 43 Llelavvast 9 43 NI. sit/Y.4 5 8

44 II5ncus, 6 0 44 Orrsfusi 5 8 44 MIcti 6 4

45 Rhode Gland 11 45 New Mex.s.o 5 1 45 Rhode Islam/ 6 8

46 Orortra 0 7 46 Nur tr. fial. 4 8 46 Imhof% / 8
41 L444 3.4,144 1 41 4 4 4e Massatt,.setrc
48 Yetrnont 0 R 48 Cum.-.5. 2 3 48 Lowslana 10

49 Connecucut 1 5 49 Viromrsa.e 1 8 49 St.rth C4,und 10 6

50 Massachusetts 2 1 50 Si C 0 9 50 ie 4.a 11

51 Nu' th Caro: oj 3 2 !A A rixtk 0 9 51 Nof th Caror.rta 17 5

13.4 U.S. 11.5 U.S. 1.7
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4. --t Percent Chen. in Constant Dedio
Appropriations Per Rodent
FOr Public institutions, FY75-FY76

5. - Percent Mail ki &instant Dolor
Appropriadons Par !Autism For
independent institutions, P/75-FY76

1 Maki 26.8% 1 Indians 1979.6%
2 Wyoming 199 2 California 917.9
3 *watts 19.5 3 Mmachutetts 3400
4 D.C. 17.3 4 Missouri 100.0
5 North Dakota 17.0 6 Virginia 100.0

5 Hawaii 12.6 6 Wast Virginia 100.0
7 Texas 7 Iowa 72.3
8 Oregon 8.6 8 Maine S9 A

9 Idaho 7.0 9 Alabama 56.9
10 New Mexico 5 4 10 MaryIand 53.4

Alabama 5.2 11 Louisiana 30.4
12 Kansas 4.6 12 Minnesota 295
13 Ohio 3.3 13 Teen 24.0

2.5 14 Connecticut 12.0
15 &Just. 2-3 15 Ohio 10.8

16 Minnesota 7.2 19 1) I inois 5.6
1 1 Nebraska 2.0 17 North Carolina 3.3
18 Montana 1.1 18 Wisconsin 0,4
19 Delaware 0.6 19 Alaska -2.0
20 Oklahoma 0.7 20 Tennessee

11 New Yerk 1 7 21 Pennsylvania --3,1 4

77 C.lt4nra 1 9 22 New York 11 5

73 Pennsy ha/1,a 2 2 23 Oregon -13,8
24 Indiana 2 2 24 Abode Island -140 .

trgiscons ft 2.0 25 New Jersey -20.2

76 Washington 3 .5 26 Florida -21.9
27 Most:ssippi 3 8 27 Michigan -44.4
78 Maine 4 0 20 Georgia 100 0
29 New riwn4..ish.ic b.2 U.S. --3A
30 New Jersey 5.6

31 Colorado 6 7 kat applicable. Arizona

3? Anzona 6 5 Arkansas

33 Maryland 6 5 Colored°

34 South DukurJ -6 6 Delaware

36 Kentucky 8.3 D.C.

36 Arkansas 9.3 Haven

37 Tennessee 9-4 , Idaho

38 Corffiectr:ut -9.6 Kansas*.

39 West Virginiv -10.1 Kentucky

40 Virginia -10.3
41 Vs:front 10.9 Montana

42 Honda -11 6 Nebraska

43 Missouri -11.7 Nevada

44 Michigan -12,2 New NamOshing

46 Rhode Wand New Movicis

46 Illinois -13,5 North Dakota

47 Maysachusetts 15.4 Olclahorna

48 Louisiana - 16,0 South Carolina

49 South Carolina -16.1 South Dakota

60 Georgia 17.1 Utah

51- North Carolina -22.6 Vermont
Washington

U.S. -4.6 Wyoming
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6. High School Graduates
Per 1,000 Population
(tt1), FY76. hulas

7. Entrance Rate to
Public Institutions
(#2), FY76. Index

B. First-Thne Resident Enq
PublW Institutions Pert
Population (#3), FY76.

t at

Index-
1 ,,uth Daituta 18 124 1 Oregon 132% 223 1 Ozstgon 18.6 213

7 Minnesota 18 124 2 Nevada 178 215 2 Nevada 16.2 186

3 Muntana 18 123 3 Arizona 125 211 3 Washington 15.8 181

4 North Dakota 18 122 4 Mississippi 109 184 4 Arizona 15 5 177

5 Wisconsin 17 116 5 Washington 104 175 5 Calrforma 14.1 161

6 New Mex.co 17 114 6 Calrfornia 101 170 6 Wisconsin 128 147

7 Vermunr 11 114 7 Wisconsin 75 127 7 Mummify; 12 7 145

8 Utah 17 113 8 North Carolina 73 122 8 North Dakota 11 4 130

9 low.) 1/ 113 9 Texas 69 116 9 Utah 10.5 121

10 Wt. h ,codr 1 17 113 10 lihno,y, 68 115 10 Illinois 10 2 117

II DtriawliJr,' 1 b 112 11 Utah 64 107 11 Mich/gait 10 0 115

1 1 Ohro lt, 112 12 North Uakuta 63 107 12 North Carohne 9 6 110

1:1 Pennsyryan..) 16 112 13 Alabama 63 10/ 13 Kansas 9 5 108

14 Cormect4cut lti 110 14 Kansas 62 105 14 Texas 9,3 106

15 NetuaskJ 16 110 15 Michigan 61 102 15 Hawaii 9 2 106

11. MrISSit 110 16 South Lawiints 60 102 16 Alabama 8 8 100

17 News, Hdrtiosty 1011 11 i ioricta 60 101 17 Nebraska 8 7 100
/.i Kim). lb 10 7 18 Alaska 59 100 18 South Carolina 8 7 100

I') )4/toot, lb 107 13 Hawa.. 59 99 19 Wyoming 8 7 100
It, 10 20 Wyornorly 58 98 20 Maryland 8 .i 95

New 1/, 10', 21 Colorado 56 95 21 Cu'or adu 8 2 94

12 Mar v 1', 104 22 Oklahoma 56 95 22 Oklahoma 8 0 92
1') 104 23 Mar y rand 54 92 23 Montana 7 8 89

;4 Wash,' lutof 1!, 103 24 Nieto akk a 54 91 24 Neyy York I 6 8 1

21) 102 25 Ne WY YOr k 54 91 775 L. CAPS,df(i( / 3 84

M(1J' 15 102 26 West V,rg.s.,a 52 87 26 Alaska 1 3 83

2 V111, "In 19'; 27 Lt3U,SlIfla 49 87 27 West Virgrnia 7 3 83
28 Irt,n.),5 Pc 102 78 Tennessee 414 81 28 New Jer ley 7 1 8',/

29 I f1[1,1f 1I, 107 29 New Jerwy 46 78 29 Ohlrf 1 1 81

Un 1:0.1)),1110 1") 99 30 Missouri 45 76 30 Massachusetts 7 1 a 1

11 Sofoili 14 31 Maliikgt 1/uYt.t I s 44 74 31 Connecta.: Jt 6 9 79

01,;,stio.Tii, 14 9 / 37 Mamma 43 13 32 I 6 8 78

1,11.-st V 14 86 .13 Irian o 43 73 33 INtsi 6 8 11

.14 V ,r;.,1,,I !4 86 34 Arkdos.gs 43 7) 34 Dclarwur b 7 11

Hvigir is 14 (if) 35 Oh 4,1 43 12 35 Missouri 6 7 7/

36 ( )tgor 14 8() 36 Connect.i. on 43 12 36 I- Ns Ida 6 6 76

Nev., 31 1) C 43 12 31 61,'"eso1a 6 3 72

38 Ca for ,1 14 91.) 38 V., q.n la 42 71 38 Suuth Dakota 6 3 12

-19 Aiatiiiind '4 '14 39 Kentucky 42 70 39 Vermont 6 3 7'2

40 Kvtaut fay 14 93 40 tofortpa 41 70 40 Tennessee 6 0 69

41 Texas 91 41 lUted 41 69 41 New Mexico 6 0 69
42 North Caro. 11,1 13 90 42 OelaiNare 41 68 42 Virginia 6 0 68
43 Af kJ/ 'WS 13 ti9 43 Vf ffo,,nt 38 63 43 Pennsy Iran fa 5 8 /
44 Nevada 13 8 7 44 I rodkma 37 67 44 Kentucky 5 1 65

Georoia 86 45 Mame 36 60 45 Maine 5 6 65

46 Tennessee 13 46 New Mexico '36 60 46 Arkansas 5 6 64
47 At 10/1.1 1.1 84 41 Pyiyania 35 60 47 Indiana 5 5 63
48 A,e41. i h4 48 Moloesota 35 59 48 Georgia 5 7 60
49 Mississw. 12 79 49 South Dakota 35 58 49 New Harm:shier 4 7
SO Inrciti 11 4 76 50 Rhode ltlantd 33 56 Rhode Wend 4 /
)11 1: 64 51 Nikes, Hanips.71,re, 30 50 D C 4 0 46

U S 15 100 U S. 59% 100 U.S. O. 7 100
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12. -.Ratio ot FultTione equieatont
Headcount Eneonatant at Pubfic
Inetitudona (4?). FY76. Index

13. - FTE Eondlinent at
Fablic Institutions Poe tow
Population Mt, PIS. Index

14. - State and Loot
Yes Caw*
Per Capita (#9). FY76. Index

1 NOttft Dakota .89 123 Arizona 60.0 168 1 Nevada 5970 151

2 Iowa .87 121 2 California 47.1 158 2 Wyoming 942 147

3 Montana 87 120 3 Colorado 428 143 3 Alaska. 917 143

4 South Dakota 86 119 4 Washington 41 8 140 4 Delaware 783 122

5 Utah .83 116 5 Oregon 41,4 139 5 D.C. 773 170

6
7

Manassippi
Louisiana

.83
82

11 5
114

6
7

Hawaii
North Dakota

39 9
39.1

134
131

6
7

Illinois
Connecticut

735
727

114
113

8 Arkansas .80 111 8 Utah 39 0 131 8 Texas 725 113

9 Hawaii 80 111 9 Wyoming 36 4 122 9 New Jenny 716 111

10 Nftql MCA Ito .80 111 10 Kansas 36 4 122 10 California 709 110

1 1 North Caiolma 80 111 11 Delaware 36 0 121 11 Hawaii 699 109

I 2 Vermont 80 111 12 Nevada 36 6 120 12 Kansas 676 105
13 New Hampshire 79 110 13 Oklahoma 35.7 118 13 Colorado 671 104

14 Colorado 78 110 14 Wisconsin 35 1 118 14 Louisiana 666 103

15 Kentucky 79 109 15 Michigan 33 6 113 16 Ionia 665 103

16 Georgia 78 109 16 New Meaicu 33.1 111 16 Nebraska 660 103

17 Indiana 18 108 17 Texas 32.7 110 17 Oklahoma 658 102

18 Wisconsin 77 107 18 Montana 37 7 108 18 Ohio 657 102

19 South Carolina 77 107 19 Mississippi 31.8 107 19 Maiyland 654 102

20 Pittway kiwi, a 77 107 20 Alabama 31 8 107 20 New York 664 107

71 Oklahoma I 1 107 21 Nebraska 30 / 103 21 Michigan 649 101

22 Nein /104B 7 7 107 22 Virginia 30 3 102 22 Washington 640 100

23 DrieWthlir / 7 10 7 23 South Carolina 79 5 99 23 North Dakota 635 99

24 Mamma 77 107 24 North Catolina 79 4 99 24 Minnesota 637 98

25 Idahti 71 106 25 Mar y land 79 4 99 25 Montana 630 98

26 Missouri 77 106 26 Idaho 29 7 98 26 Chegon 630 90

27 Kansas /6 106 21 Vermont 29 2 98 27 Indiana 629 98

29 Maim- 76 106 28 Louisiana 28 6 96 28 Florida . 628 98

79 Ohio 76 106 29 Minnesota 213 96 29 Ninv HamoshIce 627 97

30 Wyoming 15 104 30 West Virginia 77 8 93 30 Pennsylvania 606 94

31 Tennessee 7b 104 31 South Dakota 21.5 92 11 MilabaChufsetts 605 94

32 Minnesota 75 104 32 Illinois 27,4 92 32 Missouri 603 94

33 Massachusetts 14 102 33 Missouri 25 4 85 33 New Merocir 600 93

34 Texas '74 102 34 Iowa 75 3 85 34 Virginia 599 93

35 West Virginia /4 102 35 Tennessee 25.1 84 35 Atif (Ma 596 93

36 Washington 73 102 36 Neer Vat k 24 8 83 36 Wisconsin 598 93

37 New York 73 107 37 Florida 24 1 83 37 South Dakota 582 91

38 Oregon 73 101 38 Rhode Island 24 6 83 38 West Virginia 577 90
39 Florida 72 99 39 Kentucky 24 4 87 39 Kentucky 575 90
40 Connecticut 71 99 40 Ohio 23 8 ao 40 Georgia 587 88

41 Rhode Island ,71 98 41 New Hampshire 23.5 79 41 Idaho 557 87
42 Michigan .70 90 42 Indiana 23.3 79 42 Rhoda Island 653 86
43 Nevado 70 98 43 Georgia 22 7 43 Utah 550 86
44 Virginia .70 97 44 Maine , 22 3 75 44 Vetmont 542
45 New Airsay 69 96 46 Massachusetts 21.9 74 46 North Caiolira 538 84

40 Minors .69 95 46 New Jersey 21 6 73 46 Tennessee I 530 82
47 Maryland .68 96 47 Connecticut 21.6 73 47 Arkansas 504 78
48 Arizona .66 91 48 Arkansas 21.2 71 48 Alabama 501 78

40 D.C. 65 90 49 Pennsylvania 19.6 63 49 South Carolina 494 77
50 California .62 86 50 Alaska 188 62 50 Moine 476 74

51 Alaska .49 69 51 D.C. 13.7 46 51 Mississippi 448 70

U.S. .72 100 U.S. 291 100 $6431 100

7428



Sum and Loral
Tax Effort
(#10) FY76.

16. tax Revenues
Per

11, Index

17. Allocation to Public
Higher Education
(AZ). FV76.

1 hIew York A 152% 1 Ness Yolk $994 166 1 kasha 17%
2 Massadmests 131 2 Ceiherha 1151 132 2 Alabama IS
3 Vermont 121 3 Hawaii 838 130 3 South Carolina 15
4 California 120 4 Massachusints 792 ' 123 4 Wyoming IS
5 Hanoi, 120 5 Alaska 770 120 5 Utah 15

6 Wisconsin 120 6 Minnesota 727 113i 6 Idaho 14

7 Maine 118 7 Wisconsin 717 112 7 Arizona 14

8 Minnesota 115 9 Minna 712 111 O Mrsaissiogi 14

9 Rhode Island 115 9 Neva Jersey 708 110 9 Texas 13
10 Arizona 109 10 D.C. 695 108 10 Washington 13

11 Michigan 105 11 Connecticut 650 107 11 North Carolina 13

17 Maryland 104 Wyoming 697 107 12 ()trawl 13

13 Washington 101 13 Alechigiln 691 106 13 Nebraska 13

14 Nen Jersey 99 14 Maryland 680 106 14 North Dakota 12

15 Oregon 99 16 Nevada 678 105 16 %snags 12

16 minors 97 16 Detavnit e 673 105 16 Wisconsin 17
1 T Mississgaae 97 17 Vtif MOM 656 107 17 Califoi nit* 12
18 Montana 96 19 Arizona 651 101 18 Kentucky 12

19 Pennsylvania 96 19 Washington 646 101 19 Arkansas 11

20 Connet.ta.ut 95 20 Rhode Island 635 99 70 Nen Mex "co 11

21 row. 95 21 foora 031 99 71 Hawal, 11

77 Nnrth nakcitt) 94 77 Oregon 673 97 22 Colorado 11

3 Moho 93 23 Colorado 617 96 73 Iowa 11

24 Colorado 92 24 Montana 604 94 24 Delaware 10
Inif.dila 92 76 No. th Dalko a 596 93 25 Ok lahormi 10

26 Utah 91 26 Kansas 688 91 F lorida 10
27 D C 90 77 Pennsylvania 582 91 71 Tennessee 10
18 South Dakota 90 TS Indiana 6 78 90 76 Virginia 9
29 New Ma ico 88 79 Nebraska 667 88 29 West Vunnia 9
30 No, th 88 30 Kw ne 562 30 Michigan 9

31 v., girlie 88 31' L 545 31 Gaul wis 9
32 tirurgia 87 32 New Melia 528 82 32 Missouri 9
33 Kansas 87 33 526 82 33 Nevada 9
34 South Carolina 87 34 Ohm 526 87 34 Sou ttl Dakota 9
35 Deiaware 35 Suomi L1ak 523 81 35 Montana 9

36 Nebraska 86 36 Idaho 517 80 36 Louisiana 9
37 Minnie 85 31 Missoui 512 80 31 Indiana 9
38 Wrst Virginia 38 New Hamsa.bir, 501 78 38 Maryland 8
39 Alaska 54 39 Utah 500 78 39 lihnors 8
40 Louisiana 82 40 F !arida 496 77 40 Minnesota 8

41 Kentucky 81 41 Georgia 493 77 41 Rhode Island 8
42 Toyotas* 81 42 Tens 402 77 42 Oho 6
43 New Hampshire 00 43 11hoit Vtelinia 490 76 43 11.0 7

44 Ohio 80 44 North Carolina 47:1 74 44 Maine 7

45 Alabama 19 45 Okitsholna 466 /2 45 htew York 7

46 Arkansas 79 46 Kiettfutky 466 72 46 Petinsylvania 6
47 F lorida 79 47 %%stingy+ 434 68 47 Nay Hampshire 6
sa Wyoming 73 49 South Carotins 429 67 44 Connecpeut 6
49 Oklatiana 71 49 Tennessee 429 67 49 New Jersey 6
60 Nevada 70 50 Arkansas 397 62 50 Vermont 5
61 Texas 68 51 Alabama 396 61 51 Massachusetts 4

Us. 100 us- $043 100 LLB. 10%

Index

1r.
142 2
1.il 3
157 4
164 6
152 6
143 7
143 8
140 9
136 10

135 11
135 12
137 13
131 14
129 IS

127 16
175 17
126 18
120 19
118 20

117 21
114 22
114 73
105 24
105 76

104 26
103 27
99 28
99 29
97 '30

96 31

96 32
96 33
96 30
95 35

93 36
91 37
87 38
85 39
85 40

86 41

79 42
74 43
74 44
74 45

84 46
64 47
61 48
60 49
57 53
46 51

111. State and Local Appropriations
op PIM* Institutions Par Capita
(vi 3), FY76. Index

100

Atoka
Wyoming
Cal dot ilia
Hawaii
Amoral

Wisconsin
Washington
Oregon
Idaho
North Dakota

Utah
Kansas
Nebraska
Neva York
Iowa

Orlawase
Colo, ado
Texas
South Catania
Mich icon

Nevada
Alabama
Not th Carolma
New Masao
Miss issan

Minnesota
mimes
Maryland
Kentucky
Montana

Rhode Island
D.0
Indiana
Virginia
Florida

Loudana
South Dakota
Mismour
Oklahoma
West Virginia

Arkansas
Ganwipa
Tokownwp
New Jitney
Connecticut

Marne
Ohio
Panniylvama
Veterans
Meniactstaisitts
New Hampill ire

VS.

61302 214
102.7 189
101 6 167
93 7 154
66.6 145

802 142
113 4 137
801 131
74 8 173
74 3 122

73 4 120
72 7 119
71 0 117
69 7 114
68.5 112

67 5 r I 1 1

67 0 110
55.5 107
64 0 10E
63 3 104

62 0 102
61.2 100
60.7 100
596 98
58 3 97

59 1 97
58.3 96
56.5 93
66.7 91
54 9 90
61 9 85
513 1 82
50.0 92
49 6 81
09 6 81

48 2 79
47 9 79
47.1 77
46 8 77
46.1 75

45 5 75
46,3 74
424 70
40.7 67
40 3 66
398
70.7 65
37.2 61
35 9 59

68
31.0 SI

$ 609 100
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22. State and Le& Appropriation*
Pef F TE Student et AU Public
Institutions (14), Fv76_ Indek

23. State and Local Appropriadons
Pet FTE Student et Public Major Doctotal
Granting iffstitutiOtts. FY76. index

24. State and Load Appropribtionv
Per FTE Student et Public
Comprehensive Institutions, FY76. Index

1 A1/10,4 S7,008 347 1 11,1t,Ar Yo,1c 54.112 151 1 Alast.3 59.052 453

2 PI C. 3,61.ab 179 1..1.41,10r tied 3,879 146 2 11 C 3,858 193

_1 111;ittrt,r,/.1 2,821 138 3 34350 3,4 ]6 13.2 3 4(145 c. 3,000 150

4 NecN Yutlk 2,814 1311 4 Kv411,44,1of .3.455 132 4 4,3633 j 2.989 149

r,1 2, /(t-1 13) 3.410 130 5 13.14-Ird 1(0, I. 2,960 148

G 7,562 175 6 Wvorn , tip 3,2/5 125 6 Itti,413 7 528 176

INtSC,}11%1fl 2 451ti 12(3 7 14~ t 3,745 124 I 1,.a......, 7 490 175

8 11.ww,t, 7,7149 115 8 111111151141^191011 3.'135 123 8 11,i1/1t11. f...1.41..tyi,1 2.408 1111

9 £4,1ftasi.4 2..318 ILI 9 witri C.11U.,114i 3,1(17 12'2 9 t 407 no 2,390 I 20

P -rt1w k v 7 7146 11) 10 Litssutti 3.103 118 10 1,33141( ,j1,1 /1,4 2,332 111

Sinult, 169 106 11 Flo, Oa 3.096 118 11 1,1,4,1 2 91 111,

4..,11,11,,,,,, 105 12 Wssconfort 116 12 C.4..30, r t,,, 7,279 114

13 Arkansat, 2.144 105 13 New Jr,SiT 2.960 113 13 111(att.11,i43t1iil 1,1 111. 106

14 Isttion,t 2,144 105 14 I3r,a s 2,885 110 14 141-1A WI. 4 .f 2.104 105

1*,1.(w, 2,129 104 1' , ri/1..3ss.Anw,t'13'. 2,1881 110 15 Ne-rIonv. v..10-4, 2 094 101

16 1311,,t1t- 1s1.1041 2 111 10 16 AI lkdr....}5 2,874 109 lf, It. tie,is .2 (1St I ii4
1, ILI rAws,:t., 2,01% 101 1 7 t /F.7 106 1 I ftn43,,ss-oki 1 995 1414)

18 1144,10, 7,063 301 If) ), /36 1114 18 11.4,3i13t,., 1.959 98
2 010 ,43-1 1') 1';,0,4311 Ca, , 2 1 ...1 104 19 V''..St, f rte./. 1,941 9 7

.'t.r 1. . ? 004 .' 614 100 .'il Ail:.,-.., t,,,,,,,. 1 906 9,,

.,'I r.,,wts z.c.Kill 98 1,141 1,1)29 100 21 r.,:c tip . , 7 821 II f

12 t wo, w., 1 99 i ,thi '(' M.. hq.Jf. 21,90 91 ..' 2 is., ,s..s 1 /5,2 His

VV,01 01.01,, 1 996 '11; 23 V ;1.5.13 2.1 14,,,. 9, rd, f, - 1
I r.).1 Ho

.'4 3', e!r,S.',. t4/,,r, .J 1 '.f',0 fp; .4 116 24 40 , r . 4.0. 1.6 11.) 137

,''. 4,1..11,,I1 1 ,...I i 3 '14 A,60.1,t1,1 .1 lb 24, M,Itsvcit1.$ 3 60 7 60

24; A.014111* 1 926 94 It, /,!9 :6 VV4-51 V ,4, a 1 't9 7 Ft?

:1 / 1111,,ppIont1 1,925 'I 370 1 7 Troas 1 S86 79
tt: 7 900 ,15 t I cob 301 78 A, ,,,,,,:,` 1.4'4'4 341

29 N. .1.-1Sey 1 8113 9.1 29 ? 263 146 2"1 fliiitAdt tl..N. TT% 1,'.;61 /8
1 1/.81 92 'iLl i.11."14 2.762 404; 313 f1.-,..,...... 1.5'2 ' TC/

3/ VI% 4,u3" .b143 1 hit),Itt .1 113 tit! 31 tt,,ws,s 1 573 10

32 1 3313 K,1114.04 2 167 87 37 La, 43+,3 7 469 13

3,3 M.ii N1. 1 He+ 7 '31 2.11, / H 33 01,41 1 45 1 13

34 COIlfle t. 1.666 '11 14 0 /1 /11 34 ¶0,, , ,,I,.,1 1,434 1 ,'

35 M.ssotl 1 1411 Ill 5 111.1ev V tri fl 2 0 /4 :th ofIf r VI. 3 .43(3 1.,1

36 I ,)3134 36 MX 2 .032 77 Ai A 4 ,,,,,,,, I PP, 1I)

11 M.1 Ile 1 181 8 ./ ..37 (n. to 1 StiF /1 .3 I NCO. h. , * 1 346 6 7

48 /1: 11 I .46 1 .841,, 38 V , q.,,,., 1 /543 53
80u1111.10fto/ta 1, /4; 39 ( )reljon 1 3.1.77 69 39 77436, Jo. a 1,19 / 60

46 Ifties,441., 1,747 611 44) NeV1/ i( 1,196 40 irecrtcyo 1,1)7 139

41 Montana 1,703 83 Loutsiana 1.729 66 41 Coiolacso 1.054 53
47 TeT1Itt.SWI. 1,690 83 42 Oto:PArwe 1,668 64 42 CorlitC04,-,44 1,048 5?

Lutystand 1,685 82 4:1 ?SIPA 11.7,ops1...1' 1.606 61 43 01c...34411J 1,071 51
44 (Ono 1.665 44 Culta..lo 1,554 44 Netfl: ficinwsh 'r 176 39
45 1414rst V14414171:1 t 658 45 (11,101tasq,/, 1.510 88

46 Vifqsn:..§ 1 636 139 46 1U14..4:13414. 4 74 54 U S 2,000 100
4 ; ft2Lbsso:11,4.< ! 4 ; )7
48 (.:4.4164.4454) h A Not ap4,14,cb3e 04,141441-t Utah
49 Oh I.014151., 1..319 61, 1.1 2 1,27 100 tovva. V. . maw'
51) Nein 1 2.1F 134 11,11.1,w

,rnt 1,219 60 IN .4 ,ttyr A!.114.3 fititute, 1,4,1,1,0
C

U.S 2,041 100 Pdavi11.4

Sehtth 113*(9/1

011 31



25. - State and Local Appropriations
Per FTE Student at Public General
Baccalaureate Institutions, FY76. index

Wisconsin
2 Washington
3 Detarvase
4 New 'York
5 Has6a.,

9 Ohio
1 Nn/ Meat'. LI

rI01-40
9 44,nnesnta

10 Nt4.1. ask4

11 KnIttockir
12 Putinsylvan.a
13 Massachusetts
14 South Oak(

Ittatio

16 NVVY Jrrsry
17 Mr( rillian
18 N. Carol 1/14

19 IVIssour,
triirst Vutirij

:/1 Soitth Crow ,lta
22 Md.rit.
23 A at, sas

74 Of eyurr
Tvrinvssee

tieurgia
2 / Virgir6a

Lotps;aria
29 IllLj.dflt
'30 North DirIr rita

31
37
33
34
35

37

3H

'firth
Mar
ArilbJft,J1
C011if ad()

Oklahoma
yr. rriwit
Kansas

26. - State and Local Appropriations
Per FTE Student at Public 2-Year
institutions. FY76. Index

2,983 183 1

2,640 162 2
2,554 156 3

7,549 166 4
2,523 154 5

7,387 146 6
2.311 141 7

7,207 135 8
2,177 133 14

2061, 176 10

1,880 115 11

1,836 112 17
1.777 109 13
1,736 106 14
1,6 /3 102 1 b

1,664 102 16
1,660 102 1 I
1.621 99 18
1,670 99 19
1,581 91 10

1,5 /1 96 21
1,525 93 22
1,508 91 73
1,493 91 14
1,491 91 15

1,455 89 15
1,444 88 77
1,431 88 :78

1,410 H6 243

1,408 et, 10

1.369 84 1

1,341 82 17

1,250 71 33

1 134 /6 34
1,184 /2 33,

Not apphcatylf Atoka
Ar ,port4

C4}Thflif4. 4. us

D C
no,s

Orwa
Momani
Nevada

Harnper, l
143io3e 1stantl
Ttits
Wycan

32

1,050 55
855
809

1,634 100

3 /
38
39
40

(4142.

44
45

46
41

49

Ultra r r

VV.Kterlittri
W3rorn.ciq
Idaho

NehroSkh
Mdilw
NeVII York
lovva
Hhody isttned

th t.hmt

Oregon
Mar 6md

k anun

..41$16,64Plit

#(4111$3k

for .0:4

MR. 1'1

NUVII Jur. ruf '

1.4,104"

Ar acma
11/40r113r1J

Nt'VW Hint )ch

Wdsh.f.9tigi
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Chapter 3

STATE BY STATE REPORTS U. S. AVERAGES

State and local legislatures across the country appropriated
an average increase of 13.4% more for public higher education in
FY76 than in the previous year. Enrollments in this period rose
an average by 11.5%, diluting per student gains to 1.7%. Because
higher education costs, as measured by the Higher Education
Price Index, increased by 6.6% in FY76, the constant dollar value
per student of these State appropriations to public institutions
declined an average of 4.6%. All categories of institutions, except
the health professional schools (showing an 8.2% gain), experi-
enced this constant dollar loss in their spending power from State
and local sources. The two-year institutions were hardest hit, with
a 10.3% decline in the constant dollar value of appropriations per
student. Baccalaureate institutions showed an 8% loss, followed
by comprehensive institutions losing by 2%, oth' - professional
and specialized schools by 1.1%, and the major dt. toral institu-
tions by .7%.

These appropriations to higher education, amounting to
nearly $13 billion nationally, represented a contribution from tax
revenues of $61 per capita. To provide this support, 10% of all
State tax revenues in this country were channeled to higher edu-
cation. These dollars supported an enrollment that averaged 30
students per 1000 population. First-time 'enrollments resulted
from an average college-going rate for high school graduates of
59% (there were 15 high school graduates per 1000 population)
for a first-time resident enrollment of 8.7 students. An addit;onal
.9 student resulted by interstate migrations, for a total first-time
enrollment of 9.6 students. There were 4.3 times as many stu-
dents enrolled beyond the first year, with an overall full-time ow
ticipation rate of .72, netting 29.8 FTE students per 1,000 popu-
lation in the average public system.



Two-year institutions enroll 38% of all public students, the

largest proportion in a single sector, followed by major doctorals

at 31%, and comprehensives at 21%. Much smaller proportions

enroll at public baccalaureate colleges (5%), other professional and

specialized schools (5%), and health professional institutions (1%).

With almost $61 per capita being spent to support 30 FTE

students per 1000 population, average pubi sector appropriations

ale $2047 per student. The largest State and local appropriation

was to the health professional institutions, at $17,376 per student.

Majol doctoral institutions received $2627 per student, compre-

hensives received $2000 per student, and other professional and

specialized institutions $1949 per student. Baccalaureate institu-

tions get $1634 per vudent followed by $1398 per student for
two-year caleges. These levels of funding were reinforced by the

past year's trends with those schools that are at the highest rates

taring relatively best in State ahd local appropriations. For

example, health professional schools which receive thi: highest per

student supplrt also wet The only sector to show constant dollar

gains in Stati. suppoit. 1 he two year colleges, which receive the

lowest rate of suopor t at $1398 per student had the glitatest loss

in State support (10.3%),
Statc and local appr opr rations pr ovide appr oximately 60%

ot total E&G r evenues at public institutions. Tuit;on income

38

accounts for another 16%, government grants and contracts for
15%, private gifts, grants and endowment income for 3% and

another 6% is miscellaneous. Since 1972 the State and local
share of total revenues has increased by two percentage points,
°ram 57.6% to 59.5%. The role of tuition dropped somewhat

from 16.9% to 15.9% and there was a slight increase in govern
ment grants and contracts. Two-year colleges are most dependent

on State and local appropriations (71% of total E&G revenues),
whereas major doctoral schools receive only 51% of their revenue%

from State sources. Health professional schools r-t..eive 27% of

their total E&G income from government grants elti contracts.
Major doctoral institutions are also more heavily dependent on

this support (for 19% of total revenues!.
Forty-five percent of E&G expenditures at puolic rititu

tirms are for instruction. Ten percent is spent on research, 5% on

public service and another 40% on other support activities such

libraries, plant operation and maintenance, acart.ernic suppot t,

dent services, and institutional administration.
While the preceding figures describe the whetal pat 10,1

and trends for the nation, the next 100 pages prOvtdr Stan, by

State Comparisons of funding patterns. It is these sections that

are the centr al focus of this sturdy
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ALABAMA

Public institutions of higher education in Alabama
showed a real dollar gain in appropriations per student
of 5.2% in FY76 over the previous fiscal period (FY75).

likgain was due to a 35% increase in appropriations to
public hiOer education to a level of $221 million. While
public enrollment also showed wbstantial gains of 21%,
the appropriations increase was still large enough to
compensate for both rising enrollments and rising in-
flation (6.6%), providing a real dollar gain (of 5.2%) in
appropriatims per student in the fiscal period 1975 to
1976.

In providing this support, Alabama has the second
highest allocition rate among the States for use of its
tax dollars in support of higher education. Despite rank-
ing 48th in tax capacity and last in the amount of tax
revenues raised, Alabama, by allocating 15% of its tax
revenues to higher education, achieves a level of sup-

40

port per capita that equals the U.S. average. Thus, for a

State poor in tax capacity, Alabama provides a substan-

tial base of support to higher education. Because Ala-
bama enrolls students at a rate about 7% above average
in the public sector, its support dollars (at the U.S.
average) when spread over a student group that is larger

than average, provides per student amounts in the public
sector at a rate 6% below the norm. Thus despite very
significant appropriation increases in the past fiscal

period, all public sectors, except the comprehensive in-
stitutions, receive less state and local support per stu-

dent than typical U.S. rates. These same public institu-
tions in Alabama do not receive sufficient revenues from
other sources to bring their tevenue pool to the U.S.

average. Only the comprehensive institutions operate
with funds above the U.S. rate for such schools.
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ALASKA

State and local appropriations to postsecondary
institutions increagad by 33% in Alaska between FY75
and FY76. This increase was made despite a small drop
in public enrollments of 1%. The additional appropria-
tions were spread proportionately across the various
types of institutions, giving each a 33% increase. Be-

cause enrollment changes varied by the different sectors,
the changes in per student support were not uniform.
For example, the two-year sector had a 5% drop in
enrollments, causing per student support to increase by
40%. Enrollments in the otl lr professional and special-
ized schools increased by 11%, which brought State and
local support on a student basis to a 20% increase.

Given the high level of prices in Alaska, it is hard to
make interstate comparisons of dollar amounts. The
costliness of education in Alaska is illustrated 5y the
fact that average E&G expenditures per student in
Ala *a are $12,420 as compared to a U.S. level of
$3303, almost a four-fqld difference. This rate of
difference is not however evident in each of the insti-

42

tutional sectors. While the comprehensive public insti-
tutions are funded by State and local sources at a rate
that exceeds U.S. averages by 453%, the other profes-
lianal schools are only 207% greater. The .wo-year
institutions receive 324% more State and local funds
than the national average.

To provide these rates of increase, Alaska is

allocating 17% of their tax revenues to public higher
education, a rate that is 78% above the U.S. average.
At the same time: the high dollar appropriation is

spread among one of the smallest enrollment pools of
any of the States (only D.C. has fewer students per
capita in the public system than Alaska). Alaska has
18.6 FTE students in the public sector for every 1000
persons, while the U.S. average is nearly 30 per 1000.
The primary reason for this low enrollment appears to
be the small feeder population of only 12 high school
graduates per 1000 persons. In addition, there are few
out-of-state students enrolled in Alagca's public insti-
tutions.
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ARIZONA

Appropriations to public higher education in
Arizona in FY76 increased by almost 10% over the
previous year. Enrollments also increaurd by 10% in
this period, reducing the appropriations gain on a per
student basis to near zero. Because of a drop in enroll-

ments, the major doctoral institutions showed real
dollar gains (2.6% per student), after accounting for
price inflation. Comprehensive institUtions had a 3%
increase in appropriations that was diluted by an 8%
increase in enrollments, leaving a per student decrease

of 5%, which in real dollar terms represents a 10.5%

loss. Two-year schools showed a similar pattern with
the 28% gain in State appropriations being outweiOed
by a 33% climb in enrollments, leaving a 4% decrease in

per student support from the State. Inflation further
reduced this to a 10% decline. Revenues from other

sources do not make up the difference, leaving institu-

tions in Arizona at a level which is 5-20% lower than
the U.S. average in total revenues and expenditures.

While support levels in the various institutional

44

lectors are relatively low, Arizona appropriates a rela-

_ tively high amount of tax dollars to higher education
($88 per cagita, which is 145% of the U.S. average).

This support translates into low per student amounts
due to the relatively large numbers of students in the

system (50 FTE students per 1000 population which

is 68% above the U.S. average). While Arizona gradu-

ates one of the smallest classes of high school students

for their population, these students continue on to
higher education at a rate almost double the U.S.
average. Combined with this high first-time enroll-
ment rate, Arizona has a large influx of out-of-state
students, more than five times the typical number.
Public students are enrolled in an almost bi-polar
system that is nearly equally divided between major

aoctaral and two-year institutions. Both sectors receive

State and local support per student that is approximately

10% below national averages. The smaller public com-
prehensive institutions receive about 20% less than the

national average.

105



PUMUC mmtumuns
(Pw lu.disaPutelon)

V 0
41 II= n =WI

IN Mt V WM 101511
MUM OMNI MI=

44
110561411

11111 411115

lab _
ni t -a-

11191110110

P111310

0451P1 Wog

ramplownv

froul larasffle
II, ha
Oa= Nem=

4440414

01021101111

If
MP MI

110410115

1110011 raw
*so* kis to

; meg1

.1
(011140 fulp
Puilesii tip MI

III MAIM
FM WINO

=IP

201

3.6 I
IU $

X
.66 #

till

TREKS 04 STATE ANC LOCAL
ENS APPWPRIATIORS TO HIGHER ECK/CAT1ON

Pf 751/3 FY TS

.... . ,., ,=.. c'rg-
10011.00: OM 4.11r ". =Par ur--....

94 11t 131 01000401171 17 311 taft 0AI

/ /OM I WM/ IT / 7 1 1 II
0003 II I 414110 30 7 I 40

%GM laaallya
flaw Clay...
i[101...411111

rawasagmea
askaga.

aba
aa.aaa.
I a. a. *asp..

Paykoara
0 maga.
taa. araarwa

Sas
laapakaft01,6.00.

It 100V *77111,, 117 111

4 LW 0

=Ws.
v=r

71

Of

N(--7TiW1711,771717,417voTZWPFOU---"\
mew HAMM ECUAT104

rentonfm

INSTITUTIONAL REVENUES
_

(Ethasilanst & among per student)
an

PM SIMI

Ire ( 1001 ) 40
0011110111 M MR I 001 WV 0136 1/3151

051111 1116111101 MMUS toe arms an MR fag 101011

pi pplP Pe OE pp 1 0411011 04 641141 IP WW1 IP Ion air awn of man

$88.5 la 500 a $1772 a $444 a $404 a $111 a $153 il $2883 a
53 1 TC V 1 ?A 2333 V 50 /I MO 4 221 0 151 11 3012 14

I 1 1 3 4 3 V 1174 X 530 V al n 42 141 111 a 3035 13

0 I+ 0 I = 0 1 + 0 I + 01+ Ot+ 0115 0 0

a i 01 72 1 10 1252 15 277 N In 111 11 161 10 04 11617 4

0 I 0 I 9 1 0 1 0 1 11 0 0 I 0 I
0 I 0 1 1 6 0 I 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 1

0 I 2 V V 5 0 11117 61 15 1 300 11 14 11 7070 V

W

III
Dill I tIM
VninitIVIS

10 ost *-
0011 105410

41/
4106101
0 NM

Nm 1010041

911

MN 6 WM
111

STATE & LOCAL FINANCES
(pit oaPi1a)

106

PERCENT INSTIMMIN
timowomi wawa

5 6

4 4
4 0
0 0

0 0

0 1

0 1

4 4

.111
INIM

INSTITUTIONAL EXPENDITURES
(iMuceffomi & Elloneni per student)

PUKE

11.1 IOW kin
Codoin

latinno
1111

filluleml
No MUNI

11110400114

px
110

bollorle
and

10
III MOW
Mu Minn

SWUM

111111111 MP 1111U OM Ile 1101

0 ibilill 0 SUM 0 604 tell MK IP WW1

1210 II 217 MI 71 1 4117 ri rno 12
10MV 717 11 11311 12740 0411 3

1355 I II 111 52 V 1071 I 1174 a

0 1 0 1 0 1 114 1 0 1

SU 11 1 10 yo 1 741 1 MO 11

0 1 4 1 0 1 111 S 0 1

0 1 0 I 0 1 1111 1 a i
CI V 0 I 0 1 1110 V 2101 61

RICER 01STRIMM011
17401114441 Egoonissa

(Indexes shown in red ant based on U.S. average = 100)
Unseparated programs at Mapx Doctoral Institutiorm

ARIZONA



AR KANSAS

Arkansas appropriations to public institutions of
higher education increased by 12% in FY76 over me
previous year. Enrollments also increased at an even
greater rate, 16%, causing a decrease of 3% in per
student support. When adjusted for inflation, real

dollar support from State and local sources fell 9.3%.
Still, when compared to national averages Arkansas

per student support is about 5% above the form. This
pattern of support though shows substantial variation
among the institutional sectors. Major doctoral institu-
tions received greater State support than average (109%),

whereas comprehensive institutions (70%) and profes-
sional schools (health at 84% and other professional at
76%) receive less than the U.S. average. Two-year insti-
tutions are State .supported exactly at the U.S. rate and
the general baccalaureate institutions are a little below
(92%). These variances in support were reduced some-

what last year with comprehensive institutions showing
the largest gain in State per student appropriations of
5%. The health professional schools showed a net gain

of,1% per student. Major doctoral institutions showed a
net decrease of 4% and the two-year institutions experi-
enced a decrease of 2%.

46

Arkansas is a relatively poor State, ranking 47th
nationally, so that despite a high allocation of tax reve-

nues to higher education, its overall appropriations level
of $45.50 per capita is 25% below typical U.S. rates of
support. However, enrollment in public higher educa-
tion in the State is also low, with 21 FTE persons per
10(0 population participating. Only three other States
(Pennsylvania, Alaska, and D.C.) have lower enrollment
rates per capita in the public sector. In Arkansas, this
low enrollment rate is due to a combination of factors:
relatively small numbers of high school graduates; low
entrance rate for first-time students; and small numbers
of students coming from other States. These factors
establish a public college enrollment level that is almost
30% below the U.S. norm. Thus, while appropriations
are low, enrollments are even lower, resulting in appro-
priations per student 5% above the U.S. average.

The share of revenues contributed by State and
local sources in Arkansas rose by 4% between 1972 and

1976. State and local appropriations in Arkansas now
provide for 59% of E&G revenues received by public
institutions, compared with a national rate for the
States of 60%.
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CALIFORNIA

State and. local appropriations to public higher
education in California increased 18.8% in 1976 over
the previous fiscal year. Enrollment also increased by
13.6%, leaving a net per student gain of 4.6%. When
inflation is taken into account, State and local support
in real dollar terms declined 1.9%. Real dollar losses

were experienced by all institutional sectors, but partic-

ularly by the health professional schools, which showed

a 13.5% real dollar loss. The health professional sector
appeared to be particularly hard hit since it was the only
public component in which enrollment increases outdis-
tanced the growth in apprOpriations. The other types of
institutions showed increases in appropriations per stu-
dent ranging from 3.0% for major doctoral schools to
8.7% for comprehensive institutions. Only when infla-
tion effects are taken into account do real dollar de-
clines appear in all sectors.

Although the health professiaal schools showed

substantial decreases in State appropriations, these'
institutions which have great dependence on non-State

revenTs still maintain a revenue profile that is 22%
above 'the U.S. norm. Major doctoral and other 'profes-

sional schools are similarly above the U.S. averarp in
total E&G revenues. Comprehensive and two-year
institutions are just below that rate (by 7% and 4%,
respectively). With very low tuition charged at compre-
hensive and two-year institutions, it is apparent that
the relatively large support share provided by State
and local sources has been critical in keeping these
sectors close to the U.S. average.
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To provide a high appropriations level, California
draws heavily on its population for tax revenues. Cali-

fornia is the 10th wealthiest state in the U.S. (in tax
civiacity), and makes the 4th largest effort to collect
taxes. Its tax revenues of $851 per capita is second
only to New York ($994 per capita). In addition, Cali-
fornians allocate 12% of these revenues to public
higher education (a rate that is 25% higher than aver-
age), raising $101.50 for each person in the State. Only
Alaska and Wyoming raise more per capita.

Coupled with this high rate of support, California
has the second highest attendance rate in public hier
education among the States (Arizona ranks first). Des-
pite a slightly below average number of high school
graduate per capita, Californians show a pattern of high
college entrance rates. This high continuation rate com-
bines with a high in-migration of out-of-state residents.
The net effect is an FTE enrollment per capita of 47
students per 1000, 17 students hicAer than the U.S.
averaw. Thus California's high level of financial sup-
port to higher education is paralleled by a similarly
high level of participation.

The low tuition charged by the public sector has
fostered California's high enrollments. State and locali-
ties have made up a portion of these foregone tuition
revenues, and as a result provide 70% of all E&G reve-

nues at public institutions.
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COLORADO

State and local support to public institutions
rose to $170 million in FY76, an 8.1% increase over the
previous period. This increase mirrored the8.1% expan-

sion in public student enrollments. In real dollar terms,
however, Colorado institutions found their purchasing

power declining by 6.2%. This decline was experienced
by all groups of institutions except the major doctoral
and comprehensive institutionssectors that showed
real dollar gains in State appropriations of 1.1% and
15.6%, respectively. These gains, however, were not
sufficient to bring the level of State support for these
sectors up to national rates.

The $170 million level of State and local govern-
ment support of higher education represents an outlay
of $67 per capita for Coloradan citizens, a rate 10%

above the U.S. norm. While Colorado's tax cavacity
is slightly above the U.S. average (104) and its tax
effort just below (92), its 11% allocation to hilPer
education is 14% above the average. This allocation
is the primary factor establishing the high level of
support provided in Colorado.

While State support per capita is high in Colo-
rado, the number of students in this system far ex-
ceeds the level of financial support. Largely throu0
the in-migration of athstantial numbers of out-of-
state students, Colorado has a total enrollment in
public hiOer education that is 43% above US. norms
(43 persons per 1000 compared to a U.S. rate of 30
per 1000). At the same time, 42% of these students

50

attend the major doctoral institutions, a sector that
is the most costly to operate (with the exception
of um health professional schools). As a result State
funding per student for the public sector as a whole
is 23% below the national averaw.

Colorado ranks 49th among the States in appro-
priations for both major doctoral and comprehensive
institutions. Major doctoral institutions receive 41%
less than the norm, the comprehensives receive 47%

less, and the baccalaureates are 24% below average
in State sujiport. While ther levels are partially made
up through revenues from other sources, e.g., tuition
charges, these sectors still obtain revenues that are
15 to 38% below the U.S. averaw. Only the two-yeai
collews and the health and other professional schools

have revenue profiles that are in keeping or exceed U.S.

averages.
Thus Colorado's above average State support per

capita (by 10%) is hiOly diluted by enrollments 43%

above the national average. While tuition revenues make
up part of the differences, 71% of Colorado's students
are enrolled in institutions that operate with revenues
that are 15-38% below typical levels for such institu-
tions. Over the last four years, however, the State has
increased its percentage share of revenues from 40% to
44% of total revenues from all sources. Still this share

is 25% below the proportion typically carried by State

and local governments.



_

PUBLIC ENROLLMENTS
(per WOO poPuistion)

14 XIArnim S. 113111111

0 MX MS
IMMO MOM

sal OW
MOM

IIs
two

Sin
X I 161 I =

1014011

MOE
Or IWO NON
0411141ww

Otaloob
1414 1111

OW 0411444.1

Pdsuosi

1111312W131111

SWE OW
113 1114031

LI

M WO
&Moe 4 Wise

Is
MOO 1044
(sow i4110

111 41140111
Mut 110103

'04141
All

,

144
SI

UIla X

+

MONO 0
115011101111

X
.78

''--reREN;E7rN LOON.
E&O APPROPRIATIONS TO HONER EDUCATION

FY75toFYT0
0.Z- 4gra, :EM °AM

00010000
Kw. hohal,
INIMW111%

corpahloome

Shhhomeh
fewhOhms

leo %or
*gm. Mbpp.,P

haw P.IsIlsowniol
$1......of

VINWIM

%was lasesoiso I s% %I% q 20

3 ' 434113 1110 MS .11 IT TI II

III NM nil

is n MOM IN 120 0$

h h &MAW TI 211 3 11 t

I WI DB TAROS * I TI I I II

4411 INSTIl 17

hoom mow.. IS it Ns 2 0 4 8 0 0

INSTMMONALREVENUES
.(Educilbnolik Genoa! persisodsnU

fa
=WM sza & iss

WW1 mow 'woman
*MN 0! IOW 0010

OM IMO

4117 051
WW1 01131131 WW1

04 ONO Jo OW to MOW

1

Ell 117111=13
1. OW Or 000

$87.0 110 42.8 La $1575 $7181 o $795 $149 UN in
38 111 g to am
44 a .4 4. 054 SI

0/ + 511 ea MO 4
122 141 0 1110

il 05 54 WWI 31

VI 111 111 171

1 4 5. 11 1

V 97114 0.
yew tE) $8 7 0011 OMof wow

STATE & LOCAL FINANCES
(Per cairns)

4.

44

X
57

411

47

14411 14711 151 MS 401

522 V 718 n n a $s a
+ tam+ ma+ I 1 4. MIS

314 M 111 0 10 41 4
10/2 SO 14011 10 24$1 W 4344 712

150 to 074 04 xi V St *
IIWSI 4 213

TIMM IN Mika OF 811/1PTO
SAX KOMI EDUCATION

FY72toFY TS

Oa WU.
.1.14.000wel.

lb Wm.

PIPSalo
IMe00.11

OR MOM
0101100V1. .oreiefS11

SINIMOON
*MN

INSTMMONAL EXPENDITURES
muctimens& Genet per student)

PURC

hool 01101

00411041111

iosd 0010701
to Ow
14011140001

loo 14,10m1

IIESPIKEIff

IMAM MIN MK SOW We 010
ddo4 010410 004 Or at 4 kw 110.11

ttS in *3 III 11 5$ V lo
110 11 03 11 730 0 MO X 441 11)

10 0 27 X 14 410 V
IUD 11 40 011 X MI 14
011 41 7 114 12) 02 0 TN 1.1

410.7 417 INN 70 0 I 403 0 vat 111
MI III IN *1 4 1423 0 AM 13

' 1UI IV al 11 UR 10 517X

PERIM OSTNIUTION
booldlosal

?MC 4$ 0 14 31 2 0
140 14040 Solo 41 10 1 18 5 a
fapilmlo 47 0 I I 0 0
looliiitok SE 40 4 It 4 *
loir 01 413 44 141 2 XI

lhas NNW a NI :1 a: 0 7

IIIP 01111101$ 44 II 31 1171 0 1

MOW $0 0 14 771 1 0

(Indexes shown In red efe based on U.S. ewer, = 1001
&Mfg/we'd PreiWana 87 Wier Doctoral Institution

X 14
V

41

* 0
14 41

II
42 U

COLORADO

51



CONNECTICUT

Connecticut is one of five States where appropria-
tions for higher education declined in 1976 over 1975.
At the same time, enrollments increased slightly, 2.3%,
compounding the problem. As a result, per student sup-
port from the State declined by 3.7% and by 9.6% in
real dollars. All sectors of public institutions experi-
enced some real dollar loss per student in State financ-
ing: 37% for the health professional schools; 18.8% for
comprehensive; 13.8% for other professional; 8.4%
for two-year; and 4.6% for the major doctoral institu-
tions. The decreases in real dollar amounts further
erode a profile of per student appropriations for public
institutions, 9% below U.S. average. While the major
doctoral and health professional institutions receive
State and local funds at national average level or greater,
100% and 232% respectively, all other sectors are sup-
ported by the State substantially below U.S. norms.
Comprehensive institutions in Connecticut receive 48%
less than the, average; two-year schools 23% less; and
other professional schools 34% less. Since non-State
sources provide below average support as well, all sec-
tors, except the health professional schools, operate
wiTh revenues per student between 17% to 41% below
national averages.

Connecticut's low support of public higher educa-
tion is not explained by it tax resources. The State
ranks 7th in tax capacity 4id 11th in tax revenues.
Its allocation of these rev nues U. '-iigher education,
however, is one of the lowest in the country, ranking

48th. As a result, appropriations per capita in Con-
necticut at $40 are ,34% below U.S. norms. This low
level is, in part, tempered by the. fact that Connecticut
js one of 26 States providing general appropriations
support to the independent sector. In addition, Con-
necticut provides aid to students in the independent
sector in an amount 12% above average.

While appropriations to public higher education
in Connectick are low, so too are enrollments. Public
institutions enroll 21.6 persons per 1000 population,
a rate 27% below the U.S. average. This low enroll-
ment level occurs despite a high school graduation
rate that is 10% above average. In Connecticut, there
appears to be relatively lower interest in public than
in independent education and low in-migration from
out-of-state students. Connecticut has enrollments
in independent institutions that are almost 50% greater
than the norm. These independent institutions have
E&G revenues which exceed national levels for such
schools by almost 45%. In sum, while enrollments in
public higher education institutions in Connecticut
are low relative to the population of the State (by 27%),
appropriations to these institutions are even lower on
a per capita basis (by 34%), causing per student support
to underachieve national rates by 9%. The decl:ne in
State support for FY76 over the previous year, com-
bined with small enrollment increases, further exacer-
bates these conditions.
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DELAWARE

State and local appropriations to public higher
education increased 13.5% in FY76 to a level of $39
million. This increase accompanied by a 5.9% jump
in enrollments reduced per student gains to 7.2%.
In constant dollars, this increase was further diluted
to just .6%. The sectors' share of this increase varied
dramatically. The major doctoral institutions nzeived
only a 6.7% increase in appropriations, larply con-
sumed by a 4.5% jump in enrollments. Constant dollar
support declined 4.2%. Baccalaureate institutions
received a larger 17% increase in appropriations des-
pite a 3.8% decline in enrollments, leaving a 21.6%
gain in State and local support per student (14.1%
in constant dollars). For the two-year institutions
the 1976 fiscal period represented a net real dollar
gain per student of 8%.

To provide this support, the population of Dela-
ware spends $67.50 per capita on public higher educa-
tion, a level that is 11% dmve the national average.
However, Delaware enrolls 21% more students in the
public sector than average, largely as a result of a
larger hiOi school graduating class and in-migration
of students from out of State. Because student enroll-
ments are relatively larger than appropriations, State
and local support per student is about 8% below typical
U.S. levels. Appropriations per student, however, vary
dramatically by sector and reflect the trends of the
fiscal 1976 period. The major doctoral institution (the
University of Delaware) which enrolls over 70% of all
public students receives funding from the State that is

1 ?4

54

36% below the'national average for this type of institu-
tion. By contrast, the general baccalaureate and two-
year schools receive State funding that is 56% and 67%
higher than average, respectively. While the major
doctoral granting institution receives below average
support from the State, the institution partially com-
pensates with substantial revenues from non-State
sources, particularly from tuition 'and private gifts
and grants. As a result, the total revenue packaw for
this institution is only 6% below U.S. norms, despite
State funding 36% below average. The bacalaureate
and two-year institutions maintain their above average
revenue profile (by 55%) with further support from
non-State sources that also exceeds the U.S. averaw by
55%.

In sum, while Delaware provides State and local
support to public higher education 11% above average,
the public student population is 21% above average in
size. The resulting lower than average State support per
student is further compounded by an emphasis on
enrollment in the major doctoral institution in the
State, generally, a relatively expensive form of educa-
tion. This institution, however, through non-State
revenues attains a revenue level that is closer to the U.S.
average than State support rates would suggest. Recent
trends from 1972 to 1976 3how the State's share of
funding declining by 3%, which suggests a continued
need for Deilware institutions to rely on non:State
sources for revenues.
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DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

In fiscal year 1976, local appropriations to public

higher education increased by 26% in the District of
Columbia. This increase came at a time when enroll-
ments were rising only slightly (+1%), creiting a net
gain in local supiaort per student of 25%. Even after
adjustments for inflation, gains in local support of
public higher education in the District were substantial

(17.3%).
Devite this rate of increase, local appropriations

per capita to higher education are low in the District

(at $50 per capita they are lower than the U.S. averaw

by almost 20%). While financial support is low, enroll-
ments in public D.C. institutions are.substantially lower,

14 FTE per 1000 population, which is less than half
the national average of 30 FTE per 1000. As a result,

appropriations, when supporting so few students,

provide institutional funding which is 80% higher
than other States. The District government provides
three-quarters of all E&G revenues to public institu-
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bons. Althou0 D.C. institutions have low tuition
and qther revenues, total support still amounts to
40% more than national averages.

While D.C. taxpayers do not spend a large amount

on public higher education ($50 per capita), due to the

small numbers of public students, the support level
appears hi01. Significant also for the District is a low

level of public enrollments. Currently only 20% of
the District's college enrollment is in the public sec-
tor. This imbalance exists despite the substantially
lower tuition rates at the public institutions (30%
of the U.S. average as compared to a tuition level
108% above average for the D.C. independent sector).
D.C. has a very low number of high school graduates
(40% below the U.S. average) and a low entrance rate

to public institutions. This is only slightly improved by
in-migration of students from other States. These
factors combine to create the low level of demand for

public institutions in the District.
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FLORIDA

Althou0 appropriations for public hi0er educa-

tion in Florida increased by 7.6% in FY76, enrollments
increased even more, 14.2%, causing per student support
from the State to deene by 5.8% in current doilars and

b., 11.6% in constant dollars. Each institutional sector,
except two-year institutions, lost ground in this one-
year period. Yet State funding per student for these
sectors was still near or above the national average Only
two-ye?r institutions receive appropriations from State
and local sources at rates below the US. average. (by
6%). However, through higher than average tuition
charges the two-year sector was able to supplement
below average State and local appropriations to a level

3% above average for total revenues. The other sectors
also remained above average in total E&G revenues,
thou*, the major doctoral and comprehensive institu-
tions lost some ground, i.e., an 18% advantage wten
State funding is considered alone, diminishes to a 3%

advantage in total revenues fur the major doctoral
institutions, and a 20% advantage in State funds be-
comes 3 10% lead in total E&G for the comprehensive
institutions.

On a per capita basis, citizens in Florida contribute

3
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on!y $50 per capita in tax support to public higher
education, a rate that is 19% below the national average.
Enrollments are similarly low at 17% below the U.S.

raw, with 25 students per 1000 population in Florida.
With appropriations and enrollments almost equally
low, Florida achieves a rough ba!ance in appropriations
per t-tudent (i.e., 32010 per stsident is just 2% below
U.S. fates).

While the public's iiscal suprust of highe2educa-

tion is relatively lower in Flor:da as compared with
other States, the niajor issue for Florida in the context
of this analysis is the limited extent cf participation of
students in public hicher education. Florida has lower
public enrollments primarily becaum of the relatively
srrfa:! number of high school graduates in the State.
Florida ranks 50th among the States in the number of
higio i-hool graduates per 1000 persons in the popula-
tion. For those gradusting, there i a normal enroll-
ment rate in postsecondiwy education, but the number
reaching this status is relatively low for the popUlation
base. The relatively small number of recent high school
graduates is due in part to the olds( aged profile of
Florida's population.
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GEORGIA

Enrollments in Georgia in FY76 increased at a
rate substantially greater than appropriations. Enroll-
ment growth of 14% with only a 1% increase in State
and local support created a decline of 11.6% in per
student allocations. In constant dollar terms, this
meant a 17.1% decline in per student support from
the State, the second largest decline among the States.

This reduction in funding was experienced in each
institutional sector. The $223 million State and local
government support of higher education in Georgia
reflects a level of tax contributions by citizens for
hjgher education of $45 per capita, a level 26% below
the national average. Enrollments in Georgia are simi-
larly lower than in the other States as a whole, with
22.7 FTE per 1000 population, compared to an average
of 29.8 students for all states. Combined low enroll-
ments and low appropriations however nearly balanced
ot..t to a rate of State and local support per student of
$1997 (index of 98), nearly equal the national average
of $2047.

While overall State appropriations for public higher
education in Georgia are near the national average (index
of 98), variations among institutional groups are sub-
stantial. At one extreme, professional schools were
indexed at 109 for State support per student, while
at the other extreme the compretrensive institutions
were indexed at 59 in State appropriations per student.
Support to higher education from other sources also
varied, leaving a mixed posture for the institutions
in terms of total revenues. Two public sectors were

60

above the national average in total revenues, with the
professional schools indexed at 137 and the general
baccalaureate schools indexed at 101. All other types
of institutions were below the average with universities
indexed at 90, comprehensives at 67, t(ftro-year schools

at 80, and health professional schools at 64. These low
support levels suggest a need to re-examine existing
support patterns for these institutions in Georgia.

While Georgia ranks 40th among the States in
tax capacity, its tax effort is similarly low, resulting
in a level of tax revenues that is 23% below the U.S.

average. The rate of allocation of these revenues to
higher education, however, is close to the national
average. This suggests that any increase in tax support
of higher education is dependent on changes in the
amount of tax revenues raised, rather than in the
percentage allocated. Given the low tax capacity of
the State, it is unclear how much change is possible.

Besides the issue of institutional variation in

revenue rates, there is an added factor in Georgia
that affects the system of financing importantly, that
is, the low enrollment level in public higher education
in the State: This enrollment results from a combination
of factors: a low number of high schools graduates

(index of 86); an even lower entrance rate of high
school graduates into college (index of 70); and a low
in-migration rate of out-of-state students to public insti-
,tutions (index of 82). These factors result in a level of
23 FTE students per 1000 population, a rate that is
24% below average.
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HAWAII

In fiscal year 1976, public institutions in Hawaii
had a net pin of 12% in per student support from the
State, even after adjustment for inflation. This was
the sixth largest increase among the States. Appropria-
tions in Hawaii grew an averap of 27%, in a period
when enrollments were increasing by only 7%. Each
institution experienced an increase in real dollar support
per student from the State. This increase brouilit taxes
budgeted for hiOer education to $94 per capitp, a level
54% greater than provided by the States in general.
Throu0 high tax efforts (20% above average) and a high
allocation of collected revenues to higher education
(17% above average), Hawaiians .provide the fcx,rth
larwst per capita rate of support to hiOer edwation
in the country. These high appropriations support a
level of enrollments that is also very high, 40 FTE per
1000 persons, a rate that is 34% freater than the U.S.
average. With a larger than average number of high
school graduates and a substantial in-miwrition of
students from out-of-state, public institutions in Hawaii
are well enrolled. Combined, these factors created a
favorable appropriations per student rate in Hawaii
that is 15% above the average.

In Hawaii, students are split primarily between
the university (52% of enrollments) and two-year sector
(43% of enrollments). In FY76, support to the univer-
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sky system from the State was $3,245 per student, a
rate 24% above the U.S. average. By contrast, the two-
year sector received $1,253 per student, about 10%
below typical U.S. levels. This lower State support for
the two-year colleges exists despite a 42% increase in
the level of appropriatitms in 1976 that translates into
a 1 rh gain per student (enrollments also increased by
22%). While State contributions to the two-year insti-
tutions were below the U.S. average, this sector had
slightly hiOer (index of 93) total revenues, by obtaining
greater than averags support from Fwernment contracts
and other sources. Tuition revenues at two-year schools
however were very low ($104 per FTE student), a level
that is 34% of the averaw tuition collected by most
two-year schools.

By increasing the level of support State govern-
ments provided to higher education, Hawaii has brought
the relative share of higher education revenues to the
national avenme. Between 1972 and 1976, the State's
share of total E&G revenues at public institutions grew
from 45% to 59%. During these four years, tile share
provided by government grants and contracts fell by
10 percentage points. Despite this drop in relative share,
revenues from government contracts are $913 per
student, a level 76% above the U.S. average.
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IDAHO

With State and local appropriations increasing by
24%, Idaho public institutions showed a constant dollar
per student gain in State support of 7%, after adjust-
ments of 8% for enrollment growth and 6.6% for infla-
tion. This increase brought State appropriations for
higher education to $75 per persona rate 23% above
U.S. norms. Idaho achieves this appropriations level
largely by funneling a relatively high proportion of
tax revenues into higher education (Idaho has the sixth
highest allocation rate in the nation). These appropria-
tions support a student enrollment that roughly equals
the U.S. average, 29 FTE per 1000 persons (98% of the
U.S. rate). Despite an above average size pool of high
school graduates, a much smaller than average number
enter Idaho's public institutions. As a result, Idaho's
public institutions experience a low first-time resident
enrollment only partially counterbalanced by a large
in-migration of students from out-of-state.
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1111 supporting public higher education, the State
and localities provide a larger share (66%) of total E&G
revenues received by these institutions than typical
(111% of the U.S. rate). Idaho institutions thus have
a level of revenues that is 13% larger than the national
pattern. Only in the case of the general baccalaureate
institutions are total E&G revenues less than the U.S.
average (94% of .that average). While the State contri-
butes slightly more for this sector than average, because
of low tuition, revenues for this sector fall below the
U.S. average. Also, in contrast to the other institutional
groups in the State, the baccalaureate schools are much
closer to the average in State and local support at 102%;
universities receive 132%; comprehensive institutions
150%; and two-year schools 148% of the US. average.
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ILLINOIS

In constant dollars, support for public higher education fell
by 13.5% in Illinois in FY76 compared with the previous year.
Although the actual level of appl-opriations in the State rose by
6%, enrollments grew at an even greater rate, 15%, causing State
support in terms of the number of students in the public system
to fall by almost 8%. With an additional adjustment for inflation,
the real dollar value of State monies fell by 13.5%, on a per
student basis. This drop in constant dollars was experienced by
each public institutional sector, except health professional
schools.

The citizens of Illinois spent approximatley $650 million in
support of public higher education institutions in FY76. On a per
capita basis this translates into $58 a person, a level just below
the U.S. average (by 4%). While Illinois raises approximately 11%
more taxes per capita than the averaw State, they allocated to
higher education about 15% less than the norm. The net result is
a level of appropriations that at $58 a person is 4% below the
U.S. average. Tempering these conclusions however is the fact
that Illinois provides substantial support to higher education in
the form of aid to students in both the public and indePendent
sectors (indexed at 218 and 282, respectively) as well as general
institutional support to independent institutions, an average of
$86 per student. Combined, this additional support would raise
State appropriations per capita by almost $7 per person.

State appropriations to public institutions in Illinois sup-
port relatively fewer enrollments (by 8%) than the national
averaw. Despite high first-time enrollments, a low in-migration
from other States and a low retention factor (partly due to the
emphasis on two-year education) create a lower than average
enrollment level in the public sectoi. At the same time, enroll-
ments in the independent sector account for almost 30% of
total students in the State. Because enrollments are relatively
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lower than appropriations in the State, support per student at
$2129, shows a slightly favorable balance in the public sector,
exceeding the U.S. level by 4%. However, the picture of State

support for the different institutional groupings varies somewhat
from the average. The university sector, for example, receives
10% more per student from the State than most public univer-
sitits whereas the two-year schools receive 7% less than the
average for such institutions.

When State and local support is examined in the context of
total revenues, two other related circumstances are noted. First,
Illinois institutions are less successful in attracting non-State
funds than most. Although Illinois' institutions are above the
average in support from the State ahd localities by 4%, total
E&G revenues are 6% below the average. This difference is most
evident for Illinois universities where an index of 110 as a result
of State support becomes 92 in terms of total E&G revenues, and
for the health professional schools where an index of 97 declines
to 79 for total E&G. (It should be noted though that Illinois has
health professional programs embedded in the major doctoral
and comprehensive institutions as well as in the health profes-
sional sector.) Increases in FY16 in State appropriations to the
health professional schools were not enough to compensate for
the relatively low level of non-State revenues to these institutions.
In particular, revenues of $4,291 from government grants and
contracts were about half what similar institutions receive.

Second, because of the low support from non-State sources, the
share of total E&G revenues provided from State and local
sources is 11% above average (State and local sources provides
66% of all E&G revenues of public institutions in Illinois). This
large share makes these institutions more vulnerable to changes in
State and local taxation and allocations to higher education.

1 1
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INDIAhlf1

An increase of 12.5% in FY76 State and local
appropriations to higher education in Indiana was
sufficient to outweigh enrollment increases of 8%,
creating a net increase of 4% in per student State
support. When adjustments for inflation (at 6.6%)
are made, however, this gain of 4% in per student
support is converted to a 2.2% decline in constant
dollar support to public institutions over the previous
year. These appropriations brought the level of higher
education support by Indiana citizens to $50 per
capita, a level 18% below U.S. norms. (State support
in the form of student aid to both independent and
public students and to independent institutions would
raise this dollar amount slightly.)

Enrollments in Indiana (at 23 FTE per 1000
persons) are also below U.S. rates, by 22%, resulting
in appropriations per student in the public sector,
5% above average. While appropriations and enroll-
ments are both below average at 18% and 22%, res-
pectively, because enrollments are relatively lower than
appropriations, there is a favorable level of per student
State support at public institutions (by 5%). The' lower
than average enrollments in public higher education
in Indiana are caused primarily by the low entrance rate
of first-time resident students, a rate that is 38% below
average. This condition combined with a low in-migration
of out-of-state. students is only partly modified by a
high retention rate (an indication .of students progres-
sing on to subsequent levels). While public enrollments
are below the average, enrollments in the independent
sector are very close to national rates.

While per student appropriations to public insti-
tutions in Indiana are above U.S. rates, the,, largest
institutional sectorthe major doctoral granting institu-
tions which enroll nearly 60% of all public students
receive appropriations per student that are 14% below
that received by similar institutions in other States.
Two other institutional sectors, comprehensive institu-
tions and other professional schools, are receiving sup-
port at rates above the U.S. average (125% and 113%,
respectively).- The baccalaureate and two-year institu-
tions follow a pattern similar to the university rates,
both supported 14% below the U.S. average.

Because of the large amount of E&G revenues
received from non-State sources, the total revenue
picture is better in Indiana institutions than reflected
by State and local appropriations figures, improving
on average by almost 15%. Doctoral institutions gain
by 4%, comprehensive institutions by 32%, general
baccalaureate by 3%, two-year by 11%, with only the
other professionals showing a decline in relative standing
from 113 to 105 of the U.S. ratethough still above the
norm. Data on the percentage share of revenues carried
by various sources indicate that State and local sources
provide 52% of all E&G revenuesto the public sector,
a rate 12% below U.S. norms. While Indiana carries
a smaller appropriation share than most, since 1972
this proportion has increased slightly (by two percen-
tage points).
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IOWA

Public higher education in Iowa Miowed constant
dollar gains in State and local appropriations in FY76
over the previous period, one of 19 States to show such
an increase. Appropriations increases of almost 20%
were sufficient to cover enrollment gains of 9.6% and
inflatiop of 6.6%. As a result, Iowa experienced a 2.5%
growth in appropriatons in constant dollar terms. This
increase was apparent ih each of the institutional sectors,
with two-year institutions showing the largest real gain
of 9.8% in its appropriations spending power.

Iowa is a State of approximately average wealth
and tax resources, that through a high allocation of
tax revenues to higher education (14% above average)
achieves a support rate per capita of $68.50, a rate 12%
above average. Coupled with this high rate of higher
education support,. Iowa enrolls about 15% fewer stu-
dents per capita than the national average (due to lower
first-time emollments and lower in-migration as com-
pared with other States). By distributing larger than
average appropriations among a smaller than average
number of students, Iowa achieves high support per
student in each of its institutional sectors. Public insti-
tutions receive about 32% more in State funding per
student than the average. This places Iowa fifth in the
nation in per student support. In addition, Iowa also

70
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provides substantial aid to students in the independent
sector and is one of 26 States providing institutional
support to independent schools.

Public institutions in Iowa also receive substantial
revenues from non-State sources, particularly major
doctoral and two-year institutions, two sectors whose
combined enrollment equals almost 90% of the total
public enrollment. In every category, these two types
of institutions.receive above average support from non-
State sources. The extent of this support is most dra-
matic for two-year colleges where an index of 121 based
on State and local appropriations alone rises to an index
of 163 for total revenues from all other sources (i.e.,
from $1695 per student from State appropriations to
$3217 E&G revenues from all sources). In this regard, it
should be noted that tuition revenues at two-year col-

, leges in Iowa are more than twice the average for this
type of institution, which may be a factor in the lower
enrollment of Iowa gtudents in the public sector.

Because of t' .1 substantial non-State support for
public institutions i Iowa, the 56% share carried by the
State is about..6% below U.S. norms. Yet this share was
only 49% in FY72. Thus the role of the State- in institu-
tional financing has increased dramatically in the last
four years.



I.

PUBLIC ENROLLMENTS
(psr Woo postidsson)

41

SO NMI
110911113 IN; MI
a NU
MOM MOM

44
Salle 111

0001107011111

4isb I _
4N0 pm

I 8.8

1132051112

0105C

110 00101 900
C411010.11

iimal Magma
til
WI Mamas
101 fallemul

Rift MIT

05

11131 TIN

1101001

116

item Ws
00048.6041 101 51,

II /40 44111.4451

3141M 1N1111
11/011No1 o 5515

Amok

ar

7.5

TRENDS IN STATE AM) LOCAL
EILD AIPPROCCHATIONS TO HIGHER EDUCATION

FTTIMFY16
alumOM% Ort. .$1.1.

Moty twomwfw.

"21." *Z".= M1M
"1 [In AN IS r 1146 11 t

44
Mew.

t .1111041/40 12 X I 7 II I I
lar140,411 *IP 1I$ I I I 411

fogosIowl.."*"."
ma..11

IN 41 MS SW KS 1 f ISMs* Re..."

UM,.
'IA r; 11111 11 MX U 1111Ilalawalmo

. .87 1

0211 /

... INSTITUTIONAL REVENUES
( E d u c a t i o n a l I Gains, a I per "Want)

03
Mt 000

MRI E1000 11 M II
a 0 ( MN

Mg ) ill0 1

000; Mir 00900011111 112MI 0001 NM 01I1 ill 10011
0 WE 09; 01 ow I 0 000 0 01910 0 000 0 190111) Ix 51150 WNW

$68.5 I,: 75.3 0 $7784 1 r $745 0 $793 iv $199 sit $473 tv $4864 sis
All 4 10 0 I 41 MO IX 1211 XI MI In 332 II 433 IV sal I77
I I $7 7 9 a TIM in $110 In 176 0 11 ii 91 1) 3110 11105+ 0 I 4. a 1 + 0 5 4. II = go

II45 I?! 000 74 325 X5 14 XI 573 517 an as
0 I 0 3 0 1 I I 0 I 0 I
0 1 0 1 0 1 0 I 0 0 0 0

:7 7: 230 I/ 264 I CI 4, MO 14 10

75.314 IMAM
PO4 115515ini010

75+ CI=
54 5 13 SS 11

0 1 a 1

0 I 0 t
3 7 . : I I I :.;

Ill
MR I :KA

IPPMPItoluis
le MIK

01114 11105104

411

MAXIM
11 WM

PC 6 IQ SAl 114CRIM

ILI C004771 155141

STATE & LOCAL FINANCES
(WI caPita)

PERCENT INSTRUMNIN
mstimigui owners

TRENDS IN THE $111XOTSUP;r7TThirr
PUBLIC NEMER EDUCAPON

FlattoFYIS

11.111.1.
Ii

MUM*,ual.1.01

sTle
..

.0.1.11 IRO ...I Nee. *It ego .*PM* 11. ran..m......a.-

INSTITUTIONAL EXPENDITURES
(Edueelonal Cienenif per 'bodied)

1101100 MINS MU 1000
tio POO 10; ;0013 IP MON 1011 s Ix OW

MINX ma IN Ira Ili MI 115 1416 III 4435 01
0011 0210E4 W. al III 19$0 511 515 IX 010 it 550 517

000010000 1417 U 37 17 110 MI 15441 111 3111 01
1100 100.00 a I 0 1 g 1 0 1 a 1

le 0 710 03 3 N 4) II 1157 XI N73 1111

Ma 00119200 0 0 0 1 0 I NA 1 0 1

10.1 hebumil 9 I 1 0 I IA ; g 1

01P3033.3 5 377 A II 1 41 e :977 11 MO il

PERCENT DISTRIBUTION
iuM9000411speneltem

MIX 0 133 0 117 1 143 32 0
10. ktso *no 42 NI 1 111 9 ,'I AP 0
10.000 0 0 I 5, 4 147 5g 7 t1

WS buipall 0 1 0 i 0 OA I

WI* filtd 0 X a 167 35 5
0310 9010001 0 1 0 1 a I 0 1
00 1001140 0 I 0 I a I III I

111010559111T 40 1I0 1 4 1 33 59 In

(Indexes Shown in red are based on U.S. omega = 100)
Unsepalstoo uip*Ins at Matuf DoctoraI Instftutioni

IOWA

1

7 1



KANSAS

Public higher education in Kansas showed a real

dollar gain per student of 4.6% in FY76 appropriations

from State and local sources. This improvement was the

result of an 10% growth in appropriations, only par-

tially offset by a 6% increase in enrollments. The result-

ing 11.5% gain in per student State support, when ad

justed for inflation, equals a 4.6% increase in constant

dollars. All sectors mirrored this general pattern except

major doctoral institutions which, in contrast to the

4.6% average gain, shared a near 15% drop in purchasing

power per student in State appropriations.
The general gain in appropriations brought taxes

allocated to higher education to $73 a person in Kansas,

a level 19% higher than the average of other States. To

achieve this rate, Kansans allocated 12% of collected tax

revenues to public higher education, a rate almost 30%

higher than average. Kansas also enrolls a large number

of students in public ingitutions, 36 FTE per 1000
population, a rate 22% above the U.S. average. These

large enrollments are the result of a combination of

faLtors: higher than average numbers of high school
graduates, higher numbers of residents enrolling first

tirne, larger numbers of out-of-state students enrolling,

strong retention, and a positive ratio of full-time to part

time students. Because enrollments are relatively larger

than State support, appropriations per public student in
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Kansas are just under the U.S. average (by 2%).

While appropriations per student are close to na-
tional norms for the public sector as a whole, the largest

comppnent, major doctoral institutions which enroll

more than 40% of all- public students, receives 18% less

State support per student than the average for similar

institutions. Compounding this problem, revenues from

non-State sources are even lovv,!r proportionally, creat-

ing a total E&G revenue profile for these institutions
that is 28% below the national average. The FY76 de-

crease in State support to this sector described in the

first paragraph suggests that the fiscal picture for these

institutions has recently been deteriorating rather than

improving. While major doctoral institutions find their

total revenues roduced because of low funding from

non-State sources, all other institutional groups in Kansas

have the opposite situation. For example, baccalaureate

institutions shift indexes from 50 for State appropria
tions alone to 80 for total revenues and two year insti

tutions shift indexes from 94 to 117.
Kansas appears to have developed a strategy in

h gher education of very large enrollments buttressed by

a heavy tax contribution. However, because Kansas is

attempting to educate so many students, particularly at

major doctoral institutions, appropriations per student

are not as large as might have been expected,
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KENTUCKY

While Kentucky public institutions experienced a
constant dollar decline of about 8.3% in FY76 in State
and local support, only the two-year institutions (which
enroll 15% of the public student population) operate
with total financial resources at levels substantially
below U.S. averages (below by 36%). The university sec-
tor (enrolling about 40% of the State's students) by con-
trast has total budgets that are 30% above average,
allowing them to spend more on instruction, research,

and public service than their counterpart institutions in
other States.

The 8.3% constant dollar decline came despite a

12% increase in appropriations levels, because enroll-
ments increased at an even greater rate of 14%. This
brought appropriations per student to $2286, a level
that while 12% above the U.S. average, is 2% less per
student than that received the previous year. In real
dollar terms, the value of this appropriation is reduced

further (to a decline of 8.3%).
Taxpayers in Kentucky provide $56 per capita to

higher education, an amount 9% below the average of all

States. This level of support dppears to be most directly
related to the low level of enrollments in the State (18%

74

below average). Public enrollments are low due to less

than average entrance or progression rates frm high
school to College as well as low numbers of out-of-state
students. Nevertheless, since appropriations are not as
low as enrollments, per student support in the public
sector is 12% above average rates.

The universities in Kentucky, in addition to re-
ceiving above average State appropriations, also get sub-

stantial revenues from tuition, grants and contracts and

other sources, thereby establishing high total revenues.
While State funds are below average by 9% for the com-
prehensive colleges, these institutions receive relatively
high revenues from other sources so that total revenues
are near average. Baccalaureate and other professional
schools receive above average total support (indexed at
113 and 105, respectively). Only two-year schools

which receive 55% of average State and local appropria-
tions and 64% of average total per student revenues
operate at levels substantially below the average. Still,
these institutions were one of two sectors (including the
university) that had appropriation increases greater than

enrollment growth (before adjustmEnt for inflation).
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LOUISIANA

Appropriations to public higher education in Lou-
isiana held nearly constant in FY76 over FY75. How-

ever, at the same time, enrollments rose by 11.5%, caus-
ing appropriations per student to decline 10.5%. When
adjusted for inflation, public institutions saw their per
student purchasing power in State fund: decline 16%.
This pattern existed for all categories of institutions
except the State health professional school which showed

a real dollar gain of 2.5% er student. By far, the hardest
hit were major doctoral institution': whose constant
dollar appropriations per student declined by 35% in
this one-year period.

Because Louisiana has chosen to educate 4% fewer

students per capita than average, with 21% fewer State
funds per capita than average, the per student appropria
tion level in the State is about 18% below average. While

Louisiana has a tax capacity that is slightly above aver

76

age, tax effort in the State is 18% below the national

average resulting in reduced tax revenues. This smaller
pool (tax index of 85) is channeled at somewhat lower

rates to higher education (index at 93) for a combined
effect of dollars per capita of $48 (an even lower index

at 79). This figure translates into $1,685 per student as
compared with a national level of $2,047. This pattern
of low State appropriations exists for all sectors and is
exacerbated by below average revenues from other
sources. Total revenues for Louisiana's public institu-
tions are about three-quarters of the national average.
The major doctoral institutions are particularly affected,
receiving total revenues that are 54% of the level obtained

by similar institutions. While State and local sources
provide the bulk of public E&G revenues (65%indexed
at 109), the level of funds provided in total are far

below those of other similar institutions.

1
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MAINE

State and local appropriations for public higher
education in Maine iricreased by nearly 10% in FY76
over the previous fiscal year. This rise in State funding
however was more than consumed by enrollment in-
creases of 7.4% and inflation of 6.6%, leaving a net
change per student in constant dollars of minus 4%. This
pattern of decline was apparent in all institutional sec-
tors except other professional and specialized schools.
This sector showed a 1.6% constant dollar gain in spite
of a 9% enrollment growth. The largest decrease in State
appropriations per student was experienced by public
two-year colleges which had a 14% decline in constant
dollars.

To provide these funds, Maine citizens spend about
$40 per capita, a rate 35% below the average in the U.S.
It should be noted, however, that Maine is the second
poorest State in terms of tax capacity (index of 74).
With a tax effort that is 18% above the U.S. average,
the level of tax revenues collected increases to an index
of 87 (a substantial increase over the tax capacity index
of 74). Nonetheless, Maine allocates a very low propor-
tion (7%) of tax revenues to higher education.

Enrollments in the public sector are also substan-
tialfy below average rates (though not as low as appro-
priations). Despite a relatively larger number of high
school graduates, Maine students have an extremely

low in-State college entrance rate. As a result, enroll-
ments in Maine of 22 students per 1000 population is
25% below typical patterns. While appropriations and
enrollments are both substantially below U.S. averages,
appropriations are lower than enrollments, so that State
support per student in the public sector also remains
below the U.S. average by 13%.

The effect of this support, however, varies by insti-
tutional sector. Major doctoral and other professional
institutions, which together enroll more than 65% of the
public students in the State, are supported at rates 20%

below those typical for similar institutions. However, all

public institutions in Maine receive revenues from non-
State sources in amounts about 20% greater than the
average. As a result, all public institutions in Maine im-
proved their total revenue profile. Major doctoral and
other professional institutions reduced the differential
in their revenues compared to similar institutions to
10% and 5% below the U.S. average, respectively (from
20% below). Because non-State revenues are so large,
the State and local share of total EG revenues repre-
sented in Maine (47%) is about 20% below the usual
pattern. Over the fair-year period 1972-1976, the share
represented by State and local sources dropped eight
percentage points, from 55% to 47%.
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MARYLAND

While State and local appropriations tia public higher
education in Maryland increased by 12.8% in FY76, enrollments
expanded at a slightly greater rate (13.2%), causing per student
appropriations to decrease by .3%. When inflation effects are
taken into account, this decline increases to a level that is 6.5%
below the previous year in constant dollar terms. While these
statistics describe the general trends in' the public sector, individ-

ual groups of institutions had varied experiences. The major
doctoral, baccalaureate and health professional schools all showed
per student gains in appropriation support even after accounting
for enrollment growth and inflation. The comprehensive, two-
year and other professional and specialired schools, on the other
hand, experienced substantial real dollar per student decreases
in State support of 9.8%, 12.9%, and 10.3% respectively.

Appropriations to hi9her education in Maryland represent a
556.50 contribution of tax revenues per person. This level is

about 7% below national norms and results largely from a low
allocation rate of 8% of tax revenues to higher education which is
about 13% below the U.S. average. State appropriations suppor t
a student population that very closely approximates the average
pattern for all States of nearly 30 FTE students for every 1000

per sons in the State. This enrollment profile is the result of a
slightly larger tkan average number of high school graduates,
enrolling at a lower than average rate and supplemented by a
strong Influx of outof-state students. The end result of these

varying forces is the near average enrollment load for the State.
When approprkirions are viewed in light of the enrollment

level in public institutions, it is evident that State support per
student in Marylai is approximately the national

80

average, However, State revenues in the public sector are supple-

mented by income from tuition charges bringing total E&G
revenues to a level 4% above U.S. norms. This pattern though

varies among the different groups of irstitutions. The major
doctoral and health professional institutions, despite funding
increases in the FY76 period, receive State appropriations sub
stantially below those in other States (indexed at 77 and 60,

respectively). In both cases, the revenue status of these institu-
tions is not changed significantly after non-State revenues arc

considered (i.e., their indexes for total E&G revenues per student
are 80 and 60, respectively). The comprehensive institutions are
likewise operating with revenues that are below national averages
for the sector, though funding from tuition and private sources
help boost their index from 72 for State revenues to 82 for total
E&G revenues. In contrast, two-year and other professional
schools both operate with above average revenues, despite the

decrease in State funding in FY76 described above Although
the general baccalaureate schools received an increase in State

funding in 1976, their above average total revenues are largely
a result of revenues fr urn non-State sources.

In sum, State and local appropriations account for a lower
share of public institutional revenues than in most States, 54"`

(index of 90). The effect of this lower role, however, varies a
great deal by sector with three institutional types (major doctor al,

comprehensive, and health professional) operating with total

revenues substantially below those of similar colleges and three
sectors (general baccalaureate, two year, and other professional

institutions) operating with total revenues above the average,
largely a', a r ult of nun.State fur4d4ing,
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MASSACHUSETTS

In fiscal year 1976, Massachusetts was one of four
states in the country where the level of appropriations
provided higher education declined in comparison to the
previous year. In this same period, enrollments in the
public system were rising by 8.5%, creating a loss in per
student support of 9.8%. When this figure is adjusted for
inflation, public institutions in Massachusetts showed a

loss in the value of appropriations of 15.4%. While the
other professional and specialized institutions were the
one sector to show real gains of 5.3% per student, all
other sectors suffered constant dollar losses ranging
from 10.8% for baccalaureate institutions to 20.2% for
Iwo year institutions.

Massachu_Ats ranks 50th among the States in
dropriations per capita to public higher education
(only New Hampshire nrovides less). Massachusetts,
through a high rate of taxation (an effort that ranks
second nationwide) raises substantial tax revenues but
allocates a smaller percentage of these revenues to higher
education than any other State in the union. The result
ing I ,vel of $35.50 per capita in tax support of higher
edi,ation is 42% below U.S. norms. This level of sup
port is apportioned over a public enrollment group that
is also substantially smaller than average (by 26%).
Massachusetts has only 43% of total enrollments in the
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public sector. While the enrollment load carried by the
State in its public sector is well below average, it is still
relatively larger than the appropriations provided. State
and local revenues to public higher education, at $1619
per student, represents a level of fiscal support that is
21% below average. More disheartening, however, is
the fact that this deficiency is not compensated by
other non-State revenues. Instead, a comparative index
of revenues from the State of 79 decreases to an index
of 68 when revenues for the public sector from ail
sources are considered. While some types of institutioigs
do obtain State support zhat is above average (i.e., major
doctoral and general baccalaureate schools are indexed

at 110 and 109, respectively, in State appropriations), in
all cases revenues from other sources are so low that the
resultant total E&G revenues for all institutions are uni-
formly below U.S. averages by 11% to 32%.

Although Massachusetts has more enrollments in

the independent sector than in public institutions, the
State provides almost no financial support to indepen-
dent institutions. The size of the independent sector in
Massachusetts is the second largest in the nation. Never
theless, of the 26 States providing financial support to
the independent sector, Massachusetts provides the
lowest per student amount.
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MICHIGAN

While State funds provided to public higher educa-
tion in Michigan increased 6.3% in FY76 over the pre-
vious year, the 13.6% increase in enrollments was more
than double that pace. Because of this jump in enroll-
ments, appropriations relative to the number of students
fell 6.4%, and when adjusted for inflation represents a
decrease of 12.2% in constant dollar purchasing power.
Enrollment increases outdistanced the! growth in appro-
priations in all institutional sectors. causing State support
per student to decline in every instance, particularly for
two-year colleges where appropriations per student in
constant dollars fell 15.9%.

The increase in dollars for higher education brought
the level of contributions provided by Michigan citizens
to $63 per person, a rate just above the national average
(by 4%). Because tax capacity and tax effort in the State
are slightly above average, an allocation rate 3% below
average still resulted in State appropriations above the
norm. These tax dollars support a student population
that is larger by 13% than that typically being educated
in the States. This ley& of 34 students per 1000 popula-
tion is largely due to the substantial numbers graduating
from high school (index of 102). Because enrollments
are relatively larger than appropriations (though both
are above U.S. rate!), State support per student in the
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public sector is diluted to a level that is 8% below the
norm for the States. However, this pattern varies by
type of institution. General baccalaureate and other
professional schools receive more State funds than do
similar schools in other States (by 2% and 17%, respec-
tively). Major doctoral schools are just below U.S. levels
by 3%. Comprehensive institutions and two-year schools
are both funded below national rates by 18% and 9%,
respectively.

When the financial profile of these schools is seen
as a whole however, all sectors except the comprehen-
sives are funded at levels above the national norm.
Michigan institutions are able to supplement State funds
with above average revenues from tuition (index 151),

government grants and contracts (index 111), and pri-
vate gifts and grants (index 149). Because of the added
infusion of these non-State dollars, a, relative index of 92
based only on State support is raised to an index of 105
when total E&G revenues are considered. In sum, while
Michigan enrolls relatively more students compared to
national averages than the appropriations it provides,
these State dollars are supplemented by substantial
funds from other sources. As a result most of Michigan
institutions have average per student total revenues
which exceed or are equal to the national norms.
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MINNESOTA

Public higher education in Minnesota received a 20% in-

crease in appropriations from the State in FY76 over FY75. This

increase more than compensated for enrollment growth of 10.2%

in this same period. As a result, Minnesota institutions gained 9%

in dollars per student from the State, that after adjustment for
inflation yielded a constant dollar increase of 2.2%. All groups of

public institutions shared in this real dollar gain except two-year

colleges, which showed a 3% decline in Sta t.? support per student.

Increases in appropriations brought the support of public
higher education in Minnesota to $59 per citizen, a level just
under the U.S. average. Despite a relatively low rate of allocation

of tax dollars to higher education (index at 85), Minnesota's
appropriations are near the national level because of the sizable

tax revenues raised (13% above average). Enrollments are roughly

in balance with appropriations, at a level just below the U.S. aver-

age (index a; 96 and 97, respectively). Minnesota, along with

South Dakcfa, has the largest number of high school graduates

relative to its population (18.graduates per 1000 population) of

all States. However, because of a low college entrance rate to

public institutions, the number of first-time students in Minne-

sota is about 30% below average. This low first-time enrollment

is counter-balanced by a high retention rate so that enrollments in

Minnesota are just below the national average of 30 students per

1000 persons. (It should be noted, however, that vocational

enrollments are not included in these calculations.)

Because appropriations (index of 95) and enrollments (index

of 96) in Minnesota are ioughly balanced, the per student amount

of State support to the public sector is close to U.S. averages.

These appropriations, however, are complemented by substantial

revenues from other non-State sources. As a result, the revenue

index for public institution; based on State support alone, 101,

'3 6

when aucanented by revenues to these institutions from non-State

sources, increases to 123. An examination of the institutional sec-

tors from this perspective shows that three sectors in particular
benefit from funding from non-State sources. The major doctoral

institutions (University of Minnesota, Minneapolis-St. Paul) re-

ceive substantial support from governmental contracts (index of

163), private gifts and grants (index of 330), and other revenues

(148), increasing a State-based rivenue index of 104 to 120 for

total revenues. Similarly the sepizate health professional school

(the University of Minnesota Mayo Graduate Medical School) in

an unusual pattern Nceives no general State support, but operates

at rates 5% above U.S. averages for such schools, as a result of

large revenues from government grants and contracts (including
State monies) and private gifts and grants. (The major medical

school in the State is contained within the University of Minne-

sota and reported under the major doctoral institutional category.)

The two-year institutions in the State, through relatively higher

tuition charges for such schools, have revenues that are 6% above

the U.S. average. Two sectors, the comprehensive and other pro-

fessional institutions, a..e funded by the State below the U.S.

average for such schools, by about 2014. infusion of rev'mues

from other sources does not change their relative stan6nGs.

In sum, Minnesota provides funding to public higher edu-

cation at rates that are roughly in keeping with enrollments, as

judged by national averages. These institutions however are, by

and la;ge, less dependent on State funds than most (they receive

only 49% of total revenues from State sources) and with sub-
stantial support from non-State sources achieve total revenue

levels that are above U.S. averages. The major doctoral and
baccalaureate institutions fare particularly well (indexes of 120

and 113, respectively).
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MISSISSIPPI

Appropriations to public colleges and ut;iversities
in Mississippi rose 16.7% in FY76, a rate of increase that
was somewhat larger than the growth in enrollments. "Of
typestikwblic institutionsshowed gains in State support
per student. It is only when inflation is considered that
this picture changes somewhat. Both the comprehensive
and health professional institutions still showed constant
dollar wins in State support after accounting for infla-
tion. The other categories of schools, however, showed
decreases in constant dollar State support, ranging from
1.3% to 6%.

Mississippi spent $130 million for public higher
education in fiscal year 1976. This amounts to $59 for
each citizen, a level just under the national average.
While Mississippi is a relatively poor.State, as measured
by tax capacity, the State appears to plaos a rather high
priority on postsecondary education by allocating 14%
of all tax revenues to this purpose (a rate 43% higher
than typically found). The citizens of the State appe r
to echo that priority and devite a small number of c r-

rent year high school graduates there is a high co w
entrance rate to public institutions. The high evel of
enrollment of first-time StUdents, however, is tempered
by a low retentioruetio, a value that partly reflects the

emphasis dn twd-year education in the State. The net
&moque= of these factors is an overall enrollment
level 7% above average.

When appropriations are related to enrollments,
the level of State dollarsupport per student is about 9%
below average. State revenues are somewhat supple-
mented by revenues from other sources, increasing total
E&G revenues to a level just 2% below averaw. Missis-
sippi maintains an educational system that is largely bi-
modal, emphasizing enrollments at the major. doctoral
and two-year institutions. Combined, these two groups
of institutions enroll more than three-quarters of all
public students. Both these sectors receive State and
local funding at levels 15-18% below the amounts re-
ceived by similar institutions. While the two-year sector
dlows some improvement in their revenue profile when
other sources are considered, they still operate with
total revenues about' 10% below the average. In sum,
Mississippi enrolls about 10% more students than its
appropriations can accommodate at national support
rates. While revenues from non-State sources improve
this condition somewhat, the two large institutional
sectors in the State, the major doctoral and two-year
institutions, are still funded below average levels.

.193
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MISSOURI

While appropriations to public higher education in
Missouri increased effs in fiscal year 1976 over the prior
year, this increase was outweighed by a 12.7% rise in
enrollments, causing State support per student to fall
5.8%. Only two categories of institutions showed gains
in appropriations per student (.6% for both comprehen-
sive and other professional and specialized schools).
When these figures are adjusted to compensate for the
eroding effects of inflation, all categories of institutions
in Missouri show a loss in the value of State appropria-
tions per student in constant dollars, on average a decline
of 11.7%.

Appropriations for public higher education in Mis-
souri represent a $47 tax load per citizen, a level 23%
below the U.S. average. Missouri's tax capacity is 6%
below the U.S. average and this capacity is taxed at a
rate about 15% below the average. The net effect of
below average tax capacity and effort is a level of tax
revenues In the State that is 20% below the U.S. norm.
Because these tax revenues are allocated to higher educa-
tion at a rate slightly less than the average rate (index
96), the net effect is an appropriations per capita level
that is 23% below the average.

Enrollments are also below average levels by 15%,
largely attributable to a low college entrance rate into

/96

go

the public system. Because appropriations are relatively
lower than the enrollment load (index of 77 for appro-
priations versus 85 for enrollments), State support per
student is approximately 9% below national averages.
Though the level of State support to the public sector is
somewhat below average, individual sectors differ dra-
matically from that profile. Major doctoral and other
professional institutions both fare comparatively well
for their peer group, displaying rates of State support
per student the are 18% and 75% above the norm. By
contrast the two-year and comprehensive colleges are
,well below their reference groups in State support by
34% and 24%, respectively. With one exception these
relative profiles are unchanged by other revenues. Two-
year institutions shift from an index of 66 based on
State support .to one of 85 for total revenues (15%
below U.S. norms) due to above average incomes from
tuition, government contracts and other sources. Mis-
souri, by enrolling a relatively large number of students
compared to their appropriations, operates a public
system with about 10% less public support than the
average. Individual groups of Missouri institutions how-
ever, with added funds from non-State sources, are
able to operate at levels above the national norms.
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MONTANA

Public institutions in Montana experienced a real
dollar improvement in the level of State and local fund-
ing in FY76 over the previous year. In appropriating
$41 million for higher education, Montana was provid-
ing 15% more funds than In the previous year. While
enrollment increases of 7% consumed some of the rise
and inflation a good portion of the remaining gain, Mon-
tana had a real dollar gain of 1.1% and was one of 19

States making increases in current dollar financing.
While the general picture was one of improvement,

the major doctoral and two-year sectors both lost ground
in constant dollars per student. Given the low level of
funding to the doctoral institution (the University of
Montana), this loss is particularly striking. The major
doctoral institution in Montana receives $1,424 per stu-
dent from the State compared with a national averags of
$2,627 for similar institutions. This level is only 54% of
the amount such institutions usually receive. In addition,

r)4tif

_92

these revenues are augmented less than usual with income
from non-State sources. As a result, the major doctoral
institution operates with about half the amount normally
expended. Even more unusual is that both comprehen-
sive and other professional institutions are financed by
the State at per student amounts greater than those pro-
vided to the major doxtoral institution. Thus, while the
University of Montana receives $1,424 per student; the
comprehensive institution, Montana State University,
receives $1,959 per student in State appropriations and

the other professional institutions receive $1,892 per
student. In the case of Montana State University, sub-

stantial additional revenues are obtained, so that appro-
priations indexed at 96 are increased to a level of total
E&G revenues that are indexed at 133. For the major
doctoral Institution, not only are E&G revenue totals
low, but State appropridions in fiscal 1976 did little to
improve their low financial position.
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NEBRASKA

Public higher education received a big boost in
funding support from the State in FY76, with increases
in appropriations of 24.4% over the previous y_rAiyhile
there was also a substantial rise in enrollmtel) the
appropriations jump was sufficient to provide an increase
in per student support of 8.8% and a 2% gain in constant
dollars after adjustment for inflation. All sectors showed
constant dollar gains, except two-year institutions. For
these schools the 40.7% major increase in support was
offset by an even larger 49.7% increase in enrollments.
When inflation is taken into account, the loss was 11.8%
in constant dollars per student. A marginal cost analysis
would be needed to determine the extent to which State
funding of this magnitude was, in fact, adequate to cover
the cost increase due to additional students.

The increases in State appropriations brought per
capita support to $71, a level 17% above the national
average. This level of support was achieved by allocating
a high proportion of State tax revenues to higher educa-
tion (an allocation of 13% of revenues, that is 32%
above the U.S. average), evidence of the high priority
given higher education in Nebraska. These above average
appropriations support a public sector enrollment level
that is closer to the typical size. The result is appropria-

94

tions per student about 13% above national norms. There
are however notable sector differences. General bacca-
laureate and two-year sectors fare the best, with State
support that is 26% and 45%, respectively, higher than
average for similar schools. The doctoral and health
schools are close to the U.S. level in State funding, but
the comprehensive and other professional institutiobs
receive State support 40% and 15% lower than average.

While revenues from other sources improve the dol-
lar profile for comprehensive institutions, they represent
further losses for the other professional institutions.
Still, both sectors end up operating with total revenues
that are about 25% below the norm for similar institu-
tions. The State has however made forward strides in
the support of these sectors in the past fiscal period
(FY76).

In general, the amount of State appropriations in
Nebraska appears to be the most important 'factor in
explaining the level of financial resources available to
public institutions. Trends in the mix of support from
various sources also indicate that the share from State
and local sources has been increasing rather substantially,
from a previous share of 51% in FY72 to the current
58% in FY76.
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NEVADA

State and local, appropriations to higher education
in Nevada increased 40% in FY76, the largest increase in

the nation. This support went to maintain a bi-modal
State system of two comprehensive campuses and three
community colleges. Funding for the comprehensive
institutions increased 26%, with enrollments growing at

a lesser rate of 10%. In a huge increase in funding,
Nevada provided 186% more funds to two-year colleges

than in the previous year. Since two-year enrollments
increased by 8.8%, this represented a tremendous im-
provement in the funding of the two-year schools. While

the gain in two-year schools was substantial, these insti-
tutions still operate with revenues that areapproximately
half the level typically found at community colleges.
Nevertheless, the increase in FY76 was a major improve-

ment over the $387 per student figure in State support
of a year ago. Revenues at comprehensive institutions,
both in State support and in total revenues, are substan-

tially above national averages for similar schools (by

26% and 44%, respectively).
To provide this support, the citizens of Nevada

spend about $62 each for higher education. Nevada is
the wealthiest State in the nation, measured in terms of

tax capacity (index at 151), though their tax effort is
substantially less. khan_ _average (70%). Because Nevada

.21_4$?

is so wealthy, the State is able to raise above average tax
revenues, despite their low effort. Higher education re-
ceives a near average proportion of these funds resulting
in a funding level per capita slightly above U.S. norms.

These dollars support a higher educational system that is
about 20e4 larger than average for the population.

Citizens in Nevada have a high college entrance
rate, which when coupled with high in-migration of out-
of-state students creates a large firskime student enroll-
ment. A moderating factor is the low retention rate,
reflecting the large two-year segment in the State. Many
students in this sector terminate their formal education
after two years, thus causing a lower overall retention
ratio.

Nevada, vvhile allocating an average level of funds
to higher education, enrolls a relatively large number of
students in their system. Nevada provides wbstantial
funding to its comprehensive institutions, but very low
support to two-year colleges. However, in fiscai year
1976, they stepped up their support of two-year schools
dramatically with a 185.7% dollar jump. The increases

in State funding of higher education in this period are
part of the realm why Nemia's share of total E&G
revenues to the public has increased from 56% to a 60%,

level from FY12"to F76. j
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NEW HAMPSHIRE

Appropriations from the State to public hiOer education in
New Hampshire in FY78 grew at a rate which just exceeded en-
rollment growth. State support to public higher education its-

creased 10.7% at a time when enrollments were growing 9.5%.

This increase meant a gain in State funding per student of 1.1%.
While adjustments for inflation temper this increase (to an aver-
age decline of 5.2%), this loss was absorbed exclusively by the
two-year college sector (all vocational-technical schools). While
enrollments increased by 45% for two-year scbools, the level of
State appropriations 'to these institutions remained unchanged,
resulting in a 32% loss In the level of per student support Two-
year institutions are funded by the State at levels 11% below
national averages. State funding to the major doctoral school
(University of New Hampshire) is 39% below average; for the
comprehensive school (University of New Hampshire7Plyrpouth
State College) 81% below average, and 56% below average for the

other professional school (University of New HamphireKeene
State College). Thus, despite relative losses in State funding in
FY76, the twa-year schools in New Hampshire are still better
funded as compared to national averages than the other types of

institutions.
State funding to higher education in New Hampshire at $31

per person is about half the level provided on average in other
States. Despite a near average capacity to raise taxes in terms of
basic wealth, New Hampshire citilens are taxed at rates about
20% below the average. New Hampshire aim allocates a lower
than 'average proportion of these cikninishedtaxsevenuestohigher
education. Six percent of tax revenues go to hit.mr educatten, a
rate 38% below the norm. The combined effect of lower then
average tax revenues and a low rate of allocation of these to hiOer

-1C

education is appropriations per capita that are about half the
tYpical amount. Wt. approPriations per capita to hitter educa-
tion in hew Hampshire pre about 50% tower than average, enroll-
ments are about 20% below the norm for the population. In part,
this lower enrollment is due to the large independent sector enroll-
ment in New Hampshire. In addition, the tuition differential
between the public and independent sectors is much smaller than
in many States, making attendance at independent institutions
attractive for Stets revidents.

Because enrollments are relatively larger than aRpropria-
tions, State support per student is about 35% below U.S. iiverages

in the public sector. However, public institutions in New Hamp-
shire receive substantial revenues from non-State sources, particu-
larly tuition income, and are thus able to fully compensate for
low State support. State and local appropriations make up only
38% of total E&G revenues to public institutions, cmpared to a
national share that is typically 60% of the total. It is interesting
to note that, though this share is low, it represents a five percen-

tage point increase over the last four years from a previous share

of only 31% to the current X% Owe of total E&G revenues.
Because of income film non-State sources, all sectors im-

prove their relative revenue levels. For example, the major doc-
toral institution, which enrolls about 54% of all public students,
ificreased per student support from $1,600 per student (index of
61) based on State support alone to S4.167 per student (index of
97) when ali revenue swan wore included, Similarly, **revenue
mdAl Lea for the_ spaprehensive and other professional sehoofs

show similar movement from an index of 39 to 72 aid 441674,
respictively.
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NEW 'JERSEY
4

State appropriations to public higher education in
New Jersey increased 10.6% in FY76 over the previous
year. Since enrollments in the public sector increased by
about the same amount (10.1%), State support on a per
st ent basis remained nearly constant. This was tern-
peed by an inflation rate of 6.6%, as measured by tir
Higher Education Price Index (HEPII. This rate of price
increase caused the constant dollar value of State sup-
port to decline per student by 5.8%. All categories of
public institutions, except major doctoral granting and
health professional, schools, suffered constant dollar de-
clines per student in State support.

In providing support to higher education, the citi-
zens of NeW Jersey contribute $41 each, a level 33%
below that provided typically in other States. While
New Jersey raises substantial tax revenues (about 10%
more than most States), only 6% of these funds are
channeled into higher education. These appropriations
support a student--foad in the public sector that is 20%
lower than that carried by most State systems. While
New Jersey has an about average number of high school
graduates, they do not enter college at average rates. In
addition, New Jersey attracts about 70% fewer students
from out-of-state than a typical State.

While both enrollments and appropriations are
below national norms, for the dollars provided New Jer-
sey is carrying reiatively heavy enrollments. As a result,

appropriations per student are' below average by 8%.
However in three sectors (major doctoral, general bacca-
laureate, and health professional) State support is above
the US. average (by 13%, 2% and 16%, respectively).
State funding to comprehensive and other professional
schools, on the other hand, is substantially below typical
rates, by 33% in both cases. Unfortunately, even after
revenues from other sources zre obtained, these sectors
continue at financing levels that ate below U.S. levels
.(22% below for comprOensives and 31% below for
other profeisional schools):

While all sectors in New Jersey receive a much
higher than normal proportion of support from tuition
inCome, these funds in Combination with other income
still did not bring the comprehensive and other profes-
sional schools to a total revenue level that is close to the
U.S. average. All other institutional sectors in New Jersey
operate with revenues that are either close to or above
U.S. averages on a per student basis.

It is also important to note that New Jersey pro-.
vides substantial aid to students in both the public and
indet:rendent sectors. In addition, New Jersey provides
institutional support to"the independent sector at a level
twice .the U.S average. This State-financed student aid
and independent sector institutional support represents
an additional contribution of almost $5 per person for
higher education in New Jersey.
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NEW MEXICO

Public institutions in New Mexico experienced
major gains in State support per student in FY76 over
the previous year. The amount of appropriations for
public institutions increased 18% in a year when enroll-
ments were growing 5.2%. This differential meant an
increase in per student support of 12.3%, and even after
adjustments for inflation the constant dollar gain was
5.4%. New Mexico was one of 19 States that provided
real dollar per student gains to higher education. All
public institutions in New Mexico shared in this one-
year gain.

New Mexico spent $68 million in FY76 for higher
education, a $60 per capita contribution which is very
close to the U.S. average. While tax revenues in the State
are about 20% below average, New Mexico allocates a
relatively high proportion of tax dollars to higher edu-
cation (11% of tax revenues, which is 18% above the
average). These appropriations support a student popu-
lation that is about 11% larger than would be expected,
given the size of New Mexico's population. Although
the collegeloing rate of high school graduates is rela-
tively low (index of 60), New Mexico enrolls a large
number of out-of-state students, focuses heavily on uni-
versity education (and therefore has a favorable reten-
tion ratio), and tun a larger full-trme -enrollrnent glen
most other States. Thew factors in combination-result
in above average enrollments. About 70% of the students

102.

are enrolled in major doctoral institutions (University
of' New Mexico and New Mexico State's main campus).

Because public enrollment in New Mexico is rela-
tively larger than appropriations, support per student is
les_ than average. While most public institutions in the
State augment these State funds extensively with rev&
nues from other sources, major doctoral institutions
operate with total revenues about three-quarters of the
level typically received by such instituticins. The other
public sectors obtain total revenges in excess of the U.S.
average for their category. in addition, comprehensive
and general baccalaureate institutions receive more in-
come per student from. the State and in total tlian do
the major doctoral schools. While all institutions in New
Mexico showed per student increases in FY76-, the gain
for major doctoral institutions was the lowest. ,

Although New Mexico provides a smaller thani of
total E&G revenues to higher education than most
States, the share represented by appropriations has in-
creased dramatically sin= 1972 (from 39% to 49% of
total E&G revenues). In this same period, the share of
revenues from wvernment grants and contracts (princi-
pal.lY Federal) has declined by 17 percentage points
(from 36% to 24%). Despite this decline in thares, gov-
ailment grants astd-wittiacie tp pal* higher edqsaticm
are still BM highw in New Mexico than the aver4le.

a
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NEW YORK

Increases in State and local appropriationsto higher
education in New York in fiscal year 106 qtrtdistanced
enrollment growth for this period, providing an increase
in State support of 4.816 for all public students. While
adjustment for inflation results in a 1.7% decline in con-
stant dollars overall, four of the six public sectors showed
real dollar gains. Only public baccalaureate and two-year
colleges experienced real doilar declines of 6.3% and
18.3%, respectively.

Growth in State support of higher education re-
sulted in appropriations equalling $70 for each citizen,
a level 14% above average U.S. Tates. New York also pro-
vides substantial financial support to students in both
the public and independent sectors as well as institu-
tional support to independent schools. State dollars for
these purposes represent another $10 per person, bring-
ing total per capita support to higher education to $80
per person.

Dollars in the public sector support a student popu-

2 2 4

lation 17% smaller than average for a State this size.

This smaller enrollment can be attributed to a large
independent sector, less than average college entrance
rates by residents, and the comparatively low enroll-
ment of out-of-state students. With appropriations 14%
above average supporting enrollments 17% below aver-
age in size, New York's appropriations per student are
38% above national levels. All sectors of institutions fare
well in this regard. Financial support from the State and
localities represents 70% of all E&G revenues received
by public institutions in New York. Except in the case
of income received from tuition, funding from other
non-State sources is below average. For example, funds
from government grants and contracts (typically Federal
in origin) are about 25% lower at New York's public
institutions than usual. Nevertheless, all institutions,
including the independents, operate with above average
total income. These funds are spent for instructional
support activities, to a greater degree than in most States.
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NORTH CAROLINA

Appropriations to public postsecondary institutions
in North Carolina fell 3.3% over the previous'fiscal year,
representing the largest decrease of any State in the na-
tion. When combined with an enrc llment increas4 of
17.3%, the per btudent level of Stem and local funding
suffered a 17.5% decline. When ifsflation is considered,

the decline is even worse, at 22.6% in constant dollars

per student.
In spite of this sizeable reduction in State funding

over the past year, North Carolina's public sector still
receives State support at a level that is 1% above the
U.S. average per student. This profile changes little
when other revenues are taken into account. Total reve-

nues for the public sector matches the national average
at $3,456 per student. However, when particular types
of public institutions are examined, a more varied reve-

nue profile is exhibited.
Major doctoral and two-year schools, which to-

gether enroll two-thirds of all public sectorstudents, are
both supported by the State and localities at levels
approximately 20% higher than those in other States for
similar institutions. This favorable revenue pettern con-
tinues when other revenues are added, though It slips
some in the Iwo-year sector. This positive level of sup-
port persists tor these In#titutions despite the fact that
they fared poorest in per student appropriation shifts in
FY76 (declining by 21% and 29% respectively, in con-

stant dollars per student). By contrast, comprehensive
schools, the next largest sector, are State funded at
levels 14% below the average and 6% below average for
total mvenues per student, despite the fact that they
fared the best of any type a institution in terms of
appropriations in FY76 (i.e., a drop of 7.8% was the

smallest of any sector). Baccalaureate schools show
indexes of 93 (State revenues) and 108 :total revenues),

a favorable posture. Other professicrial schools im-
proved from an index of 85 (State revenues) to 91 (total

revenues).
North Carolina provides tax revenues to higher

education at the U.S. average, despite State tax revenues
that are about three-quarters of the U.S. average. This

support level is rscconipFshed by alloceting tax dollars to
higher aducaiion at a rate 35% ebove the average. This
results in. $61 per capita for higher education, a rate
equal to the national average. These appropriations sup-

, port a student enrollment that is likewise nearly equal
to the U.S. average. Because appropriations and enrGH-

ments are roughly equivalent, State support per student
in North Carolina is approximately at national levels.

Only when one looks at the specific sectors do variations
from thg pattern appear. in general, though, revenues
per student in the publfc sector ate favorable compared
to the average.
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NORTH DAKOTA

State and local funding of public 'higher education in North
Dakota rose 31% between FY75 and FY76. Concurrently, enroll-
ments rose by 5%, resulting in a 25% gain in State support per
student. While this gain was reduced by inflation; public institu-
tions in North Dakota still showed major strides forward with a
17% increase in constant dollar support of higher education. This
gain for the public sector was the fourth largest in the States, be-
hind Alaska, Wyoming and Nevada. All sectors except the bacca-
laureate institution (Minot State College) showed an increase.

North Dakota expends a high proportion of its tax revenues
to support public hi0er educatin (the allocation of 12% is 31%
above the U.S. rate). This translates into $74 per capita, a figure
which also exceeds the national average by 22%. However, North
Dakota has an FTE enrollment of 39 students per 1000 popula-
tion, ranking seventh in the nation in relative enrollment. This
large number of students is a consequence of many high school
graduates (122% above average), a high rate of first-time enroll-
ment by residents (130%), a sizable number of students from out-
of-state (214%), and relatively more full-time enrollment.

The above average appropriations for higher education in
North Dakota is counterbalanced by the even larger enrollment
load on the State. As a result, per student State support at $1,900
falls just below the U.S. average (by 7%). This level of support is,
in turn, augmented by other revenues to a total revenue level of
$3,656 per student, a rate that is 6% above the national average.
Only tuition revenues fall below the national rate (by 8%), while
income from "other sources" (abOve average by 10%), gifts and
grants (above by 58%), and government contracts (above by 20%)

(X
')

3
23

were all higher than the U.S. rate.
Within the public sector, State appropriations have a varied

pattern. The largest sector, ,the major doctoral institution (Uni-
versity of North Dakota), which enrolls about 30% of public
students, receives 17% less State funding than the average for
such institutions. Appropriations to this sector showed the largest
per student increase in FY76, thus moving in the direction of
rectifying the deficit. In addition, added funding from other
sources broughl these schools to a level 8% below the average, (an
improvement from the level 17% below).

The next largest sector, comprehensive institutions, on the
other hand hed more favorable State support (indexed at 120),
that improved further with income from other sources, to a high
index of 152 'tor total revenues. This sector likewise had favorable
gains in State support in FY76. The other sectors varied in State
and total revenues as shown in the following indexes: bacca-
laureate (index of 66 for State revenues and 87 for total reve-
nues); two-iear (indexes of 79 and 104); and other 4rofessional
(indexes of 105 and 93). The figures for the baccalaur ate schools
the losses 9f fiscal 1976.

In sum, North Dakota made impressive gains in 1976 in
public support of higher education, increasing an already high
level of per capita support. At the same time though there are
about 30% more students in the public sector than average, creat-
ing a level of State appropriations per student below national
rates. This profile varies substantially for the different categories
of institutions, with two sectors above and three below national
levels in per student appropriaticms.
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OHIO

State and local appropriations to public higher edu-
cation increased nearly 21% in Ohio from FY75 to FY76,
while enrollments for this period increased 9%. As a re-

sult, State support per student increased 10%. After ad-
justment for inflation, the constant dollar growth is
maintained at 3.4% for the public sector. Ohio thus is

one of nineteen States showing average gains in real sup-

port from the State for higher education.
An examination of the institutional sectors shows

that the increase in State support most benefitted the
major doctoral campuses (real dollar gains of 13.2% per
student). This sector represents 62% of public sector
enrollments and therefore heavily influences averages
for the public sector. While comprehensive institutions
had appropriation increases greater than those for enroll-
ments, in real dollar terms, all sectors, except the major
doctoral institutions, had declines in constant dollar
State support per student.

While the major doctoral and comprehensive insti-
tutions had the best gains in this one year in State sup-

port, these two sectors are lowest overall in the level of
State support per student compared to national averages.
The major doctoral schools are funded by the State
almost 30% below the typical level for such schools.
Similarly the comprehensives get 27% less fundfng that
average from the State. While these figures are augmented
somewhat bi funding from other sources in terms of
total revenues the major doctoral institutions in Ohio
operate with funding that _is 23% below the U.S. average

for shiner schools. The comprehensive schools, with
substantial income from tuition and private gifts and
grants, secure total revenues that are 7% below average.

All other public sectors have revenue levels near the

average.
Other professional schools presert a remarkable

support pattern. State and local appropriations per nu-.

dent are $28,331 (1454% of the U.S. rate). This support
is augmented by other revenues to become $81,059 per
student in total revenues (2502% of the national aver-
age). This pattern exists because there is a single institu-
tion in this category, the Medical College of Ohio at
Toledo. Because most of the schools in this catch-all
category are not health-related, data for this medical
college differ dramatically from the usual average.

Ohio appropriates $39.70 per capita to public
higher education, a rate 35% below the national average.
Although tax capacity is 2% above the U.S. rate, actual
revenues collected from taxes, $525 per capita, are 18%
below the national average. Only 896-of these tax reve-
nues are allocated to postsecondary institutions, a rate
21% below the U.S. average. Ohio enrolls relatively
fewer students in its public sector than the average State,

with an FTE enrollment per 1000 population of 23.8
students of the US. rate). However, appropriations
are relatively smaller than enrollments, resulting in State
support per student of $1,665, an amount almost 20%
below average.
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OKLAHOMA

44k

State and local funding to public institutions in
Oklahoma increased 20% in 1976 over theprevious fiscal
period. Enrollments were growing at a lesser rate of
13.8%, providing a boost in State funding of 5.8% on

average for each student. However, when inflation is
taken into account, the 5.8% gain fades to a decline of
.7% in the purchasing power of State dollars for higher

education. FY76 appropriations however varied by cate-

gory of institution, with three groups showing gains and
three showing reductions. The health professional
schools fared best with a 15.5% constant dollar gain per
student, followed by major doctoral schools at 2.6%,
and baccalaureate schools at 1.4%. In a contrasting pat-
tern, the two-year schools showed a 8.3% decline, largely
as a Jesuit of very large enrollment increases of 31.3%
that outpaced additional appropriations. Comprehensive
institutions had a 3.1% loss in constant dollar appropria-
tions per student with professional and specialized
schools slipping by 2.3%. ,

While appropriation increases in FY76 varied by
type of institution, the level of funding received in total
is uniformly low. Rates of State support per student are

from 63% to 45% below typical rates provided by the
States. In terms of total E&G revenues per student, the

2 (I

tvariati
°i

re at kW* ranging from 51 to 32% below
average, indicating that non-State sources are providing
no counterbalance to the low rates of State funding.
The net effect is thin Oklahoma's public sector opvrates
with very low funding kr/els.

Tax contributions to public higher education in
Oklahoma in FY76 totaled $127 million, a $47 payment
per citizen. This level is more than 20% below a typical
taxpayer load for higher education and can be attributed
to the low tax effort in the State. While Oklahoma has a
tax capacity that is 5% above average, the State's tax
effort is almost 30% below average. While Oklahoma
funnels about 5% more of its tax revenues to higher edu-

cation than aver the level of tax revenues is so low
that higher educati n appropriations fall 23% below
normal levels. Despi these low appropriations, Okla-
homa enrolls almost more students in their public
system than typical. he net result of approximately
20% more students to be supported with about 20%

fewer dollars is a rate of State support per student that
is 35% below the U.S. mean. As already indicated, other
sources do not make 'up the difference, leaving public
institutions with far less than average revenues.

2 4
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OR EGON

Public institutions in Oregon ranked eighth in the
nation in State-supported gains in per student funding
for higher education in fiscal year 1976. State and local
appropriations increased 22.5% when enrollments were
growing at a much smaller rate, 5.8%. The result was a
jump in State funding of 15.8%. Even after adjustment
for inflation, these institutions realized constant dollar
gains of 8.6% per student. All categories ol public insti-
tutions shared in this gain, except other professional and
specialized schools, where enrollments fell by 3% and
appropriations by 8%.

Appropriation gains occurred in a State that already
provides substantial sums to higher education. Again
ranking eighth in the nation, Oregon's citizens spend
about $80 each in tax dollars for higher education, a
rate about 30% above the national average. While.aver-
age in wealth and .tax effort, Oregun allcmates a high
proportion of tax revenues to higher education. These
tax dollars support an enrollment level in public educa-
tion that is 40% above the typical pattern for a State its
size. Oregon ranks fifth among the States, enrolling
more students for its population size than all other
States except Arizona, California, Colorado, and Wash-
ington. This high level of enrollment is primarily attribu-
table to a high college entrance rate of first-time stu-
dents. In addition, Oregon has about twice as many out-
of-state students enrolling in their public institutions.

114

While Oregon citizens provide very high tai support
per capita to higher education, given the accompanying
high level of enrollment in the public sector, State appro-
priations per student are somewhat below the U.S. aver-
age. This is especially true for the major doctoral and
comprehensive institutions in Oregon, where State and
local support per student is about 3036 below the average
for similar schools. Revenues from other sources raise
these levels somewhat, resulting in total E&G revenues
18% below for major doctoral and 10% below for com-
prehensives. These institutions though still operate with
below average funding. Total revenues at baccalaureate
and professional schools are also below national levels
by about 10%. By contrast the two-year and health pro-
fessional schools have funds that exceed U.S. averaws
by 10-20%. Given that the two-year sector enrolls 44%
of the public students in the State, their comparative
funding advantage of 19% above averaw is particularly
impressive.

Oregon puts a tremendous emphasis on higher edu-
cation, both in terms of enroHing a relatively large pro-
portion of its population and by spending a large share
of its tax dollars for its support. While on average the
public institutions in the State are well' supported, the
major doctoral schools are operating with funds about
20% below typical rates for such schools.

a
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PENNSYLVVIA

State and local appropriations to public higher edu-
cation in Pennsylvania increased 11.6% in FY76 over
the previous year, outdistancing an enrollment growth
of 7.1%. As a result, Pennsylvania's higher education
schools experienced an average gain in per student sup-
port of 4.3%. This gain:however, was totally offset by
an inflation rate of 6.6%, causing a 2.2% decline in con-
stant dollar support. These changes were not uniform
among the various categories of public institutions in
the State. Major doctoral schools received a substantial
gain in funding from the State of 11.4% in constant dol-
lars per student. Two other sectors had lesser gains, a
.3% increase for comprehensive colleges and a 3.8% in-
crease for professional and specialized schools. The
largest loss in buying power was in the two-year sector
where appropriations fell by 17% at the same time that
enrollments were growing by 13.8%, causing a tremen-
dous loss in per student constant dollars of 31.5%. The
baccalaureate sector, while faring better, had a 10.9%
loss.in constant dollars.

Despite these declines in State support, all cate-
gories of institutions in Pennsylvania had revenues
per student above national averages. With the excep-

tion of two-year schools, these sectors were tundd by
State appropriations at rates equal to or above S.

norms. When total revenuds are examined, all ca e-
gories of institutions, including the two-year schoolkx
have funds above the average and in many cases sig-
nificantly above. Tuition income in all public sectors
is substantially above aiferage and is an important fac-
tor in this advantageous funding condition.

While the public system in Pennsylvania is well
funded, the enrollments per capita are about 40% smal-
ler than that supported in other States. A large inde-
pendent sector, accounting for 40% of total enrollment
in the State, explains some of this difference. However,
the first-time entrance rate to the public sector is about
40% lower than is typical. Because of the smaller size of
the public system, the per capita drain on the popula-
tion for public higher education ($37 per person) is
about 40% less than average. In part, the State compen-
sates by providing an additional $9 per person in tax
dollars to provide student aid and support to indepen-
dent institutions. However, the Wel of tax support to
higher education is still below the U.S. average.

2 I 9
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RHODE ISLAND

Enrollments in Rhode Island grew 8.5% from
FY75 to FY76. At the same time, State aPpropriations
to public institutions increased only 1.1%, resulting in
a 6.8% decline in appropriations per student. Com-
pounded by an inflation rate of 6.6%, Rhode Island's
puOlic institutions faced a 12.6% decrease in State sup-
port per student in constant dollars. In only one sector,
the major doctoral (the University of Rhode Island),
were appropriation increases greater than enrollment
growth, though only by a small amount (.6%).

On a per capita basis, public support of higher
education represents a tax contribution of $51.90 per
capita, an amount 15% below what the average citizen
provides in the U.S. Despite a low tax capacity (14%
below the average), the citizens of Rhode Island pay
taxes at a rate about 15% above U.S. norms to raise tax
revenues that are nearly average. However, they channel
a smaller portion of these funds to higher education
than is typical, resulting in a level of support for higher
education in Rhode Island that is below average. Enroll-
ments are also lower than average in the State (by 17%),
so there is an approximate balance between appropria-
tions and enrollments.

State and local appropriations per student in Rhode

25

island at $2,111 are 3% above the U.S. average. How-
ever, for the major doctoral school, State support is 14%
below average for such schools (at $2262 per student).-
While revenues from non-State sources (tuition alid gov-
ernment contracts) raises total E&G revenues to $4818
per student, the University which enrolls 53% of all pub-
lic students is still financed at a level 6% below the aver-
age. (It should be noted, though, that this sector fared
the best in FY76 in terms of gains in State support per
student.) By contrast, two-year colleges and the profes-
sional institutions receive State funding at levels 20%
and 14%, respectively, above averap. In the case of the
professional school, this level for total revenues drops to
the U.S. average, because of lower than average non-
State revenues.

In sum, Rhode Island's appropriations and enroll-
ments in the public sector are rouOly in balance (with
support per student close to the U.. overtop), but at a
level in both cases about 15% below average (i.e., 17%

fewer students are supported wi t 15% fewer dollars
than the average State). There are iariations within this
pattern however. The major doctoral institution oper-
ates with total revenues about 6% below the average
while the other two sectors are at or above average.

253
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SOUTH CAROLINA

Appropriations to public institutions in South
Carolina increased by 6.7% in FY76, compared with
FY75. This increase however was more than offset by
enrollment growth in the public sector of 19.3%. When

inflation of 6.6% is factored in, the financial picture
becomes even dimmer and constant dollar State support
declinecraby 16.1% per student. Only two other States
(Georgia and North Carolina) had worse declinesnkll
categories of public institutions in South Carolina expe-
rienced enrollment growth that was greater than appro-
priation increases, except the other' professional and spe-
cialized school (Winthrop Collete). Yet even in this
sector, appropriations did not increase enough to corn- ,

pensate for inflation, and constant dollar State appro-

priations per student declined .8%.
To provide this support, South Carolina appro-

priates $64 per capita to public higher education (5%
above the U.S. rate) and has an FTE enrollment rate of
29.5 students per 1000 population (1% below the
national level). Despite very low tax revenues, hi0-ser

education is funded at aliove average rates because of

a high allocation rate of tax revenues for this purpose.
In South Carolina, State and local appropriations

per student at public institutions amount to $2169, a
level 6% above the national average. Yet, total revenues
per student (at $3332) were 3% underaveraga, indicating
that revenues from other sources are relatively low. An

a

examination of other reienues by source shows that
they are below the U.S. level in every instance and often
significantly so (gifts and gratits' provide only $63 per
student or 56% of the U.S. rate).

. While the foregoing analysis describes the .general

financial picture for the public system, there are sub-
stantial variations from these averages for the various
ingitutional types. 'Only one category of schools, the
two-year institutions, receives State funding at a rate
substantially below 'ihe U.S. average (43% below). How-,
ever, when total E&G revenues are examined, onfy twat
sectors are funded at levelt above U.S. normscompre-
hensives at 19% above and other professional at 6%

above. The two largest sectorsmajor doctoral (enroll-
ing 35% of the students) and two-year schools (enroll-
ing 40%)operate with total E.AG revenues that are
19% and 24% revectively below the typical rate .for
such schools. Thus, while the overall profile for _the
public sector reflects national support levels, a detailed
examination indicates that 75% of the students are en-
rolled in sectors that are funded at rates significantly
below average. While State supliort is above national
rates for the major doctoral schools, two-year colleges
receive State appropriations 40% below average. Because
of low furiding from other non-State sources both sectors
end up functionihg with below average levels of State
funding.
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SOUTH DAKOTA

Appropriations and enrollments in -South Dakota
grew at nearly equal rates of 6.5% and 7%, respectively,
between fiscal year 1975 and 1976:When account is
taken of the inflation for this period, the small loss in
relative appropriations per student falls to a total decline

of 6.6%. Although comprehensive institutions saw
appropriations increase at a rate slightly greater than en-
rollments, once inflation is considered, all public sectors
in South Dakota experienced constant dollar losses in
State spending power per student.

On a per student basis, appropriations to public
institutions for FY76 are 15% below the U.S. average.

This level of State funding was supplemented in South
Dakota by better than average outside revenues to bring

a $1742 per student appropriation to $3580 in per
student total revenues or 40% above U.S. rates. Funding
from other sources was higher than the U.S. rate in ail
categories, enabling public institutions to successfully
offset the relatively low State and local appropriations.
This is especially true for comprehThsive institutions,
where revenues from non-State sources shift per student
support from $1906 per student (a level 5% below aver-

age appropriations) to $3877 total revenues per student
(a level 30% above the norm). The general baccalaureate

122

P.

instüä was the only institutional group in the State

to receivd State and local apPropriations at rates above
the U.S. average on a per student basis. And yet the
absolute dollar amount of appropriations represented a

decrease of 7.4% over the previous fiscal year, despite an
enrollment growth of 22% for this sector in the same

period.
South Dakota's enrollments at 27.5 per 1000 pop-

ulation are somewhat below the national -averaw (by
8%). This level of enrollment can be attributed to a low
entrance rate for first-time students despite a relatively
large pool of high school graduates. Although there are
close to an average number of students in the system, the
corresponding amount going to higher education support

from each taxpayer is only $47.90 per capita or 79%
of the U.S. rate. The amount oftfunding allocated from
the State budget for hiffher education is close to the
U.S. average (4% below), but the amount of tax reve-
nues collected is almost 20% below average, resulting in
lower than average appropriations. While appropriations
are about 20% below average, the Statp has increased its

share of total higher education support in recent years,
from a share of 42% in 1972 to om that accounts for
49% of all public E&G revenues in 1976.
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TENNESSEE

Appropriations'. to public postsecondary Institu-
tions in Tennessee increased 7% in FY76 over FY75, to
a level of $177 million. Enrollments for the same period
increased by an even greater amount, 11%. Coupled
with an inflation rate of 6.6%, these circumstances lead
to a decrease in per student appropriations in constant
dollars of 9.4%. While three sectorsthe major doctoral,
comprehensive and health professional institutionshad
appropriations increases greater than tticise for enroll-
ments, only one sector in Tennessee, the comprehensive
institutions, experienced constant dollar gains in State
support per student (though it was a small one of .8%).

This level of per student appropriations (at.$1690)
is below the national average by 17%. 'Collecting tax
revenues that are 33% below average, Tennessee allocates

a near average proportion to higher education. The re-
sultant support level is thus 30% below national averages.
Although enrollments are also smaller than usual (15%

below, due largely to a low entrance rate for first-time
students), they are still relatively large compared to
appropriations. Public institutions in Tennessee receive

294
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revenues from other sources at rates just above average
and these are sufficient to raise total revenues at public
institutions from a level 17% below average to 8% below
that of the norm.

All sectors in Tennessee operate with total revenues
below average for similar schools. The major doctoral
and health professional schools fare the worst with reve-
nues that are about 30% below typical rates. Two-year
colleges operate with funds about 18% below, and
baccalaureates with support 12% below. The compre-
hensives fare the best with funds that are 9% below
average. This improvement is due, in part, to the net
increase in appropriations they received in FY1976.

Although Tennessee's appropriations are below the
U.S. rate, public institutions have in part supplemented
this financing with income from other sources in order
to bring total revenues closer to the U.S. rates. Three of
the five seators succeed in this regard, while two groups
the major doctorals and general baccalaureatesshow
further declines.
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TEXAS

Enrollments in public higher education and State
funding increased in Texas by 14% and 32% respectively.
This better than usual balance is decreased by inflation
of 6.6%, leaving an 8.9% increase in State and local
appropriations in constant dollar terms. AU sectors,
except two-year colleges, maintained this favorable
balance with appropriation gains larger than enrollment
changes.

Public higher education in Texas receives State sup-
port at levels 7% above those for the nation as a whole
($85.50 per capita). Despite a low level of tax revenues
(23% below average), Texans allocate a high proportion
of these revenues to higher education to create this
above average tupport level. Counterbalancing this sup-
port are about 10% more students in the system than

126

average. Thus per student State and local fwiding falls
just below the national average at 98% ($2004). neve-
nues from other sources balanced out at about the same
level, leaving total revenues per student for the public
sector as a whole 2% below national norms.

Within the public sector, the funding levels of dif-
ferent types of institutions vary substantially. The health
professional schools fare best in terms of overall funding,
with total revenues per student 62% above the(J.S. aver-
age. At the other end of the spectrum, major doctoral
schools have total revenues that are 83% of the average
typically available to such schools. Similarly, compre-
hensive and two-year colleges, which combined enroll
more than 60% of all public students, are funded below
average (by 15% and 8%, respectively).
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UTAH

Increases of 19% in State and local appropriations
to higher education in Utah were more than twice the
rate of enrollment growth from FY75 to FY76 (9.1%).
Thus even after adjustment for inflation effects, public
institutions in Utah showed constant dollar gains that
averaged 2.3% per student. This gain was completely
absorbed by the major doctoral institutions in Utah (the
University of Utah and Utah State University): These
two institutions erroll about 60% of Utah's public stu-
dents. In FY76, this sector received 20% more State
appropriations, at a time when enrollments increased
only 1%. Thus, the universities gained 18.8% in per
studert support and after inflation a constant dollar
gain of 11.4% per student. The baccalaureate and two-
year colleges, by contrast, had growth in enrollments
which exceeded increases in appropriations, causing per
student support to drop by approximately 6% and con-
stant dollar support by nearly 12%.

The State spent $88 million for higher education in
FY76, equal to $73 per capita. This support rate is 20%
above the national average and can be attributed to the
channeling of a high proportio7 of State tax revenues to
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higher education institutions. Fifteen percent of tax
revenues go to higher education, a proportion about
50% higher than the norm. These funds support an
above average public enrollment load that is about 30%
larger than the typical.

Although appropriations per student average about
10% lower than typical, public institutions in Utah are
able to supplement these State dolla7s with revenues
from other sources (principally government and private
gifts and contracts). As a result, the major doctoral and
two-year colleges operate with above average total reve-
nues (by 10% and 4%, respectively). Baccalaureate col-
leges are able to improve their relative revenues with
dollars from other sources, moving from a State-based

index of 84 to one of 90 for all funds.
In sum, Utah has a large public system (it ranks

eighth in enrollment per capita) that operates with reve-
nues generally above average through a combination of
State and other support. While the citizens spend larger

amounts per capita for higher education, given the large
enrollments involved, added support from governments
and private sources is critical.
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VERMONT

Verniont was one of four States in the nation where
the level of funds appropriated to higher education de-

clined in FY76 compared to the previous year's level.
While the decrease was slight (.8%), when combined
with an enrollment increase of 4.4% and inflation of
6.6%, State funding of public higher education declined
by 10.9% in constant dollars per student. This decrease

was shared by all institutional sectors, but particularly
by two-year colleges where a 12.3% increase in State
funds was completely overshadowed by enrollment
growth of 44%.

State support for higher education in Vermont
amounts to almost $17 million, equal to $36 per person,
a rate 40% below the national average. This low level of
support is attributed to .a decision by the State to allo-
cate a relatively low proportion of the budget to higher

education (only 5%, which is 43% below average).
Vermont, while, poorer in potential tax capacity by
16%, makes an above 'average tax effort to compensate,
collecting tax revenues slightly above average. The deci-

sion to allocate a Jatively lower proportion of these
revenues to highPr education is responsible for the poor
level of State supportfor higher education.

While appropriations are substantially below the
average, Vermont attempts to support a student enroll-
ment that is just below average in size (29 students per
1000 population, indexed at 98). While the entrance
rate of high school graduates topublic institutions is
about 40% lower than what might be expected (and
may be caused by the large independent sector in the
state), Vermont's overall enrollment level is near average.
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This is the result of the above average size of high whool
graduating classes, a large number of out-of-state stu-
dents enrolling, and a favorable ratio of full-time to
part-time students. About 90% of public sector students
enroll in the major doctoral (65%) and baccalaureate
(25%) institutions in the State.

With enrollments near average and appropriations
substantially below, State, supOort per student in Ver-
mont falls far below national averages by 40%. However,
Vermont institutions augment these State funds with
revenues from other non-State sources so that their
overall revenue levels exceed national averages in most
instances. Because State and local funds represent only
26% of total E&G revenues, dollars from other sources,
especially tuition income, play an important financing
role in this State. Thus an index of 53 in relative State
funding for the major doctoral school (University of
Vermont) rises to 121 when total revenues are consid-

, ered. Similarly, baccalaureate colleges jump from being
52% of average to 91% in terms of total revenues. For
two-year colleges the shift is from 20% below to 4%

above. Thus, a most unusual feature in the financing
profile of Vermont's public institutions is the extremely
small role played by State and local sources, a role that
has everi been decreasing in the recent past. The share
represented by State and local funds fell by four per-
centage points between 1972 and 1976. At the same
time, the role of government grants and contracts in-
creased by ten points, indicating major shifts in the
financing role of various other sources.

2 7
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VIRGINIA

Although appropriations to public higher education
in Virginia increased 14.1%, enrollments rose to an even
greater extent, 19.4%, causing State dollars per student
to fall by 4.4%. In constant dollar terms, the decrease
was 10.3%.

Virginia spends $246 million for public higher edu-
cation, equal to $50 per citizen. This rate is about 20%
less than the average of all States. While Virginians allo-
cate a typical proportion of tax revenues to higher edu-
cation, they have less capacity to raise these revenues
(by 7%) and make a lower than average collection effort
(by 12%), resulting in tax revenues 18% below the na-
tional average. Appropriations, 20% below average, carry
an enrollment load about equal to the norm. This imbal-
ance results in State appropriations per student 20%

below average. Revenues from other sources and in par-
ticular from tuition, raise total E&G income per student
to 12% below average for Virginia's public system. Major
doctoral institutions are very close to the average (index
at 99) in total revenues, with baccalaureate and other
professional schools next (index at 93 and 90, respec-

0
:3
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tively). Two-year colleges follow with.' State revenues
77% of the average and total revenues 83% of typical
rates. In part, these low levels reflect chames from
FY75 to FY76. Per student support from the State
declined most for two-year colleges. Although appro-
priations increased 22%, enrollments grew 36%, causing
a 10% drop in suPport per student (16% in constant
dollar terms). Comprehensive schools fared the worst in
tenris of total E&G revenues, operating with funds that
are 23% below the national average for this category of
institutions.

In sum, Virginia enrolls a relatively large number of
students compared to its appropriations level. Tuition
charges improve the income picture for all categories of
schools, yet all sectors operate with below*average total
revenues. Recent enrollment trends have been substantial
and outdistanced appropriation increases, causing sup-
port per student to decline. The major doctoral schools
have revenues clow to the norm, but two-year colleges
(the other big enrollment sector) operate at levels
almost 20% below national averages.
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WASHINGTON

State and local appropriations to public higher edu-
cation in Washington increased 11% in FY76 over Pf75.
Public enrollments in the State were also growing, rising
by 8%. As a result, State and local dollars per student
showed a 'net gain of 3%. When this level is adjusted for
inflation, appropriations per student in constant dollars
declined 3.6%.

Appropriations to Washington public higher educa-
tion amounted to $83 per person, a level substantially
above the U.S. average (by 37%). Only six other States
spent more tax revenues per capita supporting public
higher education. Washington also has one of the high-
est college entrance rates in this country. On avdrage,

42 individuals per 1000 population are enrolled in public
postsecondary education (at a full-time equivalent rate).
This level is 40% above typical U.S. rates. Only three
other States have larger relative enrollments.

Because of the large enrollments, State and local
support per student in the system ($1996) is just below
the U.S. average (by 2%). Yet despite low tuition reve-
nues, above average government grants and contracts
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and private gifts and grants bring total E&G institutional
revenues for the public sector to just above U.S. rates
($3468 per student which is 1% above average). This
near average support level however varies for the differ-
ent types of institutions in the state.

Major doctoral institutions in Washington enroll
31% of public students and receive State and local fund-
ing 23% above average. This support is supplemented
extensively by government and private grants and con-
tracts, so that total revenues are 30% above the average
for similar schools. General baccalaureate colleges show
a similarly favorable revenue profile. Two-year institu-
tions, which enroll 52% of all public students, by con-
trast receive State and local appropriations 13% below
national norms, In part, this lower per student support
level results from greater than average enrollment in-
creases. In addition, because of low tuition charges at
the two-year colleges, the overall reirenue profile for
these institutions is lower than typical two-year institu-
tions in this country (by 12%).
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WEST VIRGINIA

The legislature in West Virginia increased State
appropriations for higher education 7.6% in fiscal year

1976. This rise was strongly outdistanced by a 12.3%
grolitik4tHin enrollments. As a result, State support rela-

tive to t e number of students in the public system fell

4.1%. After adjustment for inflation, the constant dollar
value of State funds for higher education fell 10%, as
compared with the previous year's per student appro-
priations. All public sectors experienced this loss of
State support in constant dollars.

Appropriations for higher "education in West Vir-
ginia amount to $46 per person, about three-quarters

of the typical level. While West Virginia allocates an
average share of revenues to public higher education,

its collected revenues are lower than typical because
of a lower than average tax capacity (indexed at 90) and

tax effort (at 85%). Enrollments are also lower than
might be expected for a State this size (by 7%) despite

a heavy enrollment of out-of-state students. Because

enrollments are closer to national norms than State
appropriations, State and local appropriations per stu-

dent are almost 20% beloiv the national average. This

2.98
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pattern holds true for all sectors, with only general
baccalaureate even approaching national levels (indexed

at 97). Public institutions in West Virginia are supported

at below average levels by other sources as well, causing

a State appropriations index of 81 to decline to 73
when total revenues fire compared to national averages.

The major doctorak two-year and other professional
'schools receive total revenues that are between 32 tes
35% below the norms for such institutions. Comprehen-

sive and general baccalaureate colleges are funded at
levels almost 20% below average.

State and local appropriations provided 66% of all

E&G revenues to public institutions in 1976, a share
11% above the U.S. norm (a 60% share). While the State

is the dominant source of income for these colleges, its

share has fallen since 1972, from 73% to 66% in FY76.
Over this same period, tuition income has become a rela-

tively more important source of funds, shifting from a
six percentage share to one contributing 11% of total
revenues. Government grants and contracts increased

their share by two percentage points.
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WISCONSIN

From FY75 to FY76, Wisconsin increased State

and local appropriations to public institutions 7.3%,'at

a time when enrollments were increasing 6.6%. The re-

sult is a net gain in State support per student of .7%.

When adjusted for 6.6% inflation, the value of constant
dollar support per student declined 5.6%.

Wisconsin spends nearly $400 Million for support
of public higher education, which is $86 per capita, the
sixth highest in the nation. While Wisconsin is not a
wealthy State, its high level of support is achieved
through a substantial tax effort (20% above average) and

a high allocation of tax revenues to higher education.

The State also provides another $4 per capita in support

of independent institutions and student aid. This is a
high level of support for a State where the independent

smug accounts for only 14% of enrollments.
PLblic enrollments in the State are significantly

larger than average (by 18%), attributable in large part
to a higher than average number of high school gradu-
ates, first-time enrollments, and out-of-state students.
The one moderating influence is the importance of the

two year sector (it enrolls one of three public students),

29

which lowers the overall retention ratio for the public
sector.

Because appropriations are proportionately higher
than enrollments, State support per student is about
20% above the U.S. average. All sectors in Wisconsin,

except comprehensive colleges, are funded above the
national average. The comprehensives however are sup-
ported by the state at a level only 3% below average.

Income to higher education from other non-State
sources is also substantial in Wisconsin and total E&G
revenues sre above average, oftel significantly so. The
total revenue indexes for the various public sectors are:

major doctoral (121); comprehensive (101); baccalau-

reate (148); two-year (151). While State per student
apropriations declined across all categories of public
institutions in FY76, the major doctoral, baccalaureate
and two year institutions still obtained appropriations
well above average. In summary, Wisconsin has a large

and well supported system. Only the comprehensive
institutions operate with revenues at the national
average; other sectors are funded at levels substantially
above average.
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WYOMING

In Wyoming State and local appropriations increased

30% in FY76 over the previous fiscal year, white enroll-

ments went up only 2%. This resulted in a net per stu-
dent gain of 28% which after adjustment for inflation
left a 20% constant dollar gain. This increase was the
second largest gain in the U.S., second only to Alaska.
On a per capita basis this support level is also high, $103
per person or 68% above the national average. Wyoming
Is the second wealthiest State in the nation in per capita
tax capacity. While only 73% of this capacity is taxed,
this rate still yielded tax revenues 7% above average.
Wyoming, however, directs a very high proportion of
these revenues to higher education (15%), and it is this
allocation rate that principally explains the high contri-
bution of State tax dollars to higher education. Wyo-

ming's enrollment level for the population base is also
higher than average (by 22%, at a level of 36 students
per 1000 population), primarily because of a large influx
of students from out-of-state, reducing the overall effect
of such high support. These figures indicate that there is
not only a higher than average level of support in the
State for higher education, but al%) a large number of
students among which to vreaKI this %Ippon.

State appropriations however are sufficiently larger

than enrollments to produce an average rate of support
38% above the tr.S.-.4verage. These appropriations sup-
port a bi-modal system of higher education in which
60% of the students any enrolled in the major doctoral
institution (the University of Wyoming) and the re-
maining 40% attend two-year institutions. There are no
independent schools in the State. Both institutional sec-
tors receive State support per student that is substan-
tially Itbove average. The major doctoral institution
receives $3275 per student, a level 25% above the norm.
Two-year colleges receive $2170 per student, an amount
exceeding national rates by 55%. Both sectors also re-
ceive 'above average funding from non-State sources,
resulting in large total' revenues (indexed at 117 and
145, respectively).

In sum, Wyoming public institutions are well sup-
ported from all sources and continued to receive sub-.
stantial funding from the State in FY76. Wyoming exhi-
bits a decided emphasis on higher education, by allocat-
ing a high proportion of tax revenues for this purpose
and by assuming an ircreasing role in the financing of
State institutions, a role that increand from a 53% share
of E&G revenues in 1972 to a 60% share in 1976.
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Appmcruc

DATA NOTES

SECTION 1: DATA SOURCES

Population

Source: Statistical Abstract of the U.S., 1976, p. 11
(preliminary estimates). Primary Source: U.S. Bur-
eau of the Census, Current Population Reports,
Sei ies P-25, Numbers 460, 520, 533, and 615.

Definition:
Estimates of State population are conducted an-
nually by the Census Department and the States
under the Federal-State Cooperative Program. The
count represents individuals who, at the time of
the survey, considered the given pine their usual
place of residencie. This is interpreted generally as
the place a person lives and sleeps rather than the
legal or voting residence. Memlnrs of the Armed
Forces at military installations are counted in the
area in which the installation is located. Crews of
Navy vessels are reported as residents of the home,
port to which the vessel is assigned. College stu-
dents -are reported in the area in which they are
living while attending college. inmates of institu-
tions are reported with the area in which the insti-
tution is located if they are lmeted at the institu-
tion for a considerdite length of time.

Number of Institutions

Source: Data tapes from the National Center'for Educa-
tion Statistics (NCES), based on HEGIS survey
"Financial Statistics of Institutions of Hitper Edu-
tion for Fiscal Year Ending 1976."



Definition:
The 2995 c011eges and universities in the 50 States
and the District of Columbia used in this study
consist of 1,421 public and 1,574 independent
institutions. These institutions represent the higher
education universe listed in the Education Direc-
tory, maintained and published by the National
Center for Education Statistics, with these excep-
tions: U.S. service schools have been excluded be-
cause they are funded solely by the Federal gov-
ernment, and institutions in the territories of the
U.S. have also been excluded because of the differ-
ing implication of the designation "State." The
institutions in the Directory are those that are
"legally authorized to offer and are offering at
least a two-year program of college-level studies in
residence or, if nonresident in nature, they are
accredited or preaccredited by an accrediting agency
recognized for sich purpose by the Commissioner
of Education. 'College-level studies,' as the term is
used here, means a postsecondary program which
(1) is wholly or principally creditable toward a
baccalaureate degree and/or (2) terminates in an
associate degree."'

"The criteria for listing in the Directory are as
follows:

Arthur Podolsky and Carolyn R. Smith. Education Direc-
tory, Colleges and Universities, 1975-76. Washington, D.C.: Na-
tional Center for Education Statistia4 Department of Health,
Education, and Welfare, U.S. Government Printing Office, 1976.
Stock No. 017-080-01 513-7.

Institutions accredited by a 9ationally recog-
nized accrediting agency or approved2 by a
State department of education or by a State
university are eligible for inclusion.

2. Institutions that:have attained a preaccredited
status with designated nationally recognized
accrediting agencies are eligible for inclusion.

3. Institutions not meeting requirements of cri-
terion 1 or 2 are eligible 4or inclusion if it can
be confirmed that either credits have been and
are accepted as though coming from an accredi-
ted institution by not feWer than three insti-
tutions accredited by nationally recognized

'accrediting agencies."

In many cases, an individual campds of an institu-
tion is separately identified and classified. For
example, a group of campuses forming a single
budgeting unit within the State may constitute a
major doetOral institution, but the indiVidual cam-
puses may be classified in a number of different
categories, e.g., major doctoral, health professional,
and other professional and specialized. This study
presents individual campus data as it is reported
and classified by NCES' Higher Education General
Infortration Survey (HEGIS). The count of institu-

2Thrs category includes thtse institutions tbsitpuited as
approval, accredited, rrowized, or registenml throw., State po-
grams which Wu& estithlfshment of criteria, institutiomt.that
meet that criteria, and periodic reviews for continUed approval. It
does not include institutions toproved for obtaining or amtuiding
a ettixtetOor tioInitv; voters*, or. for rinconing %sr -Onguinit a
foreign students.



tions (2995) reflects all campuses reported separ-
ately by HEG1S in the fiscal year 1978 NCES fi-
nonce survey.

The classifitation procedure used-to assign institu-
tions to one of six categories is described in section
a of this appendix.

FTE Enrollment

Source: NCES data tapes based on the HEG1S survey,
"Opening Fall Enrollment in Higher Education,
1975."

Definition:
Enrollment figures are based on the sum of full-
time men plus full-time women plus an FTE of
part-time students (as reported by .institutiona)
i.e., line 10, columns 1, 3, and 6 on the survey
form. Os A

Institutkmal Revenues

Source: NCES data tapes based on the HEG1S survey,
"Financial Satisties of Institutions of Higher
Education for Fiscal Year Ending 1976."

Definition:
,Educational and General (MG) RevenuesConsist
of current funds revamps from State and Joe&
appropriations; tuition inewne; gmernment grants

lind contracts; private gifts, grants, and endownent
ineome; and other revenues. Excluded from E&G
revenues are income from sales and services of
auxiliary enterprises, sales and SWIMS of hospitals,
and independent operations. Also revenues for

144303

capital purposes are excluded. EG funds include
only those funds intended for operating purpose&

State and Local AppropriationsPart A, lines 3
and 4 of the HEG1S finance survey. Includes all
amounts received from or made available to
institutionrk through acts of State and local
legislative bodies, ,except grants or ccintracts.
These funds are for meeting current operating
expenses and not for specific projects or pro-
grams. Federal approptiations received through
State thermals are included in the total for
Federal appropriations.

Tuition RevenuesPart A, line 1 of the HEGIS
finance survey. All tuition and fees assessed
against students for current operating purposes.
Includes tuition and fee remissions or exernw
tions even though there is no intention of col-
lecting from the student. Includes those tuitions
and fees which are remitted to the State as an
offset to the State apprwiationa. (autrOes for
room, board, and other services rendered by
auxiliary enterprises are not reported here.)

Government Grants and ContractsPart A, the
sum of lines So 6, 7, 8, 9 and 10 of the HEGIS
fit" -Suliet*t;:fratuditimittuletlinfat liovp
women** apncles (Federal, State and focal),
which- are-for specific research padects-or ether
types of paeans. Examples are msewch proj .
ects, training
for which amounts are
are reimbursable under
meat grunt or amtmat.
recovered.

and similar acthfities
or expenditures

ten= of a igivem-it
=hides irxibect cons

, 394



Private Gifts, Granti and Endowment Income--
Ryan A, lines 11, 12, 13 and 14 of the HEG1S
finance survey. Private gifts and grants includes
revenues from private donors for which no legal
consideration is involved. Private contracts in-
cludes those funds for which vecific goods and
services must be provided to the funder as stip-
ulation for receipt of the funds. Includes only
those gifts, grants, and contracts that are di-
rectly related to instruction, research, or public
service. Monies received as a result of gifts,
grants, or contracts from a foreign government
are included. Endowment- income includes the
unrestricted income of endowment and similar
funds; the reitricted income of endowment and
similar funds to the extent expended for current
operating purposes; and income from funds held
in trust by others under irrevocable trusts.
Capital _gains or losses are not included.

OtherPart A, lines 2, 15 and 18 of the HEGIS
finance survey. Includes revenues from Federal
appropriations, sales and services of educational
activities and "other." Federal appropriations
include all amounts received from or made
available to the institutions through an act of
Congress, except grant; or contacts._ These
funds are for meeting the current operating
expenses and not for speefic projects or pro-
grams. Examples are Federal land-grant ewe-

, priations and Federal reventie !haring' funds.
BEDG's should not be included. Sales and ser-
vices of educaional activities imlude revenue;
derived from tfltt sale of goods and amities
that are incidental to the conduct of instruc-

' 305,

tion, research, or public service. Examples in-
clude film rentals, scientific and literary publi-
cations, testing services, university prestos, and
dairy products. "Other" sources includes all
items of revenue not covered elsewhere. Exam-
ples of interest income and gains (net of losses)
from investments of unrestricted Lurrent funds.
Includes revenues resulting from the sales and
services of internil servicedepartments to per-
sons or agencies external, to the institution.

Educational and General Expenditures

Source: NCES tapes based on the HEGIS survey, "Fi-
nancial Statistics of Institutions of Higher Educa-
tion for Fiscal Year Ending 1976."

Definition:
Educational and inners/ ekonditures include cur-
rent fund expenditures for instruction, research,
public service, acadenic support, student services,
institutional support, operation and maintenance
of plant, scholarshijis and fellowships, and educa-
tional and general mandatory transfers. Educational
and general expenditures exclude expenditures for
auxiliary enwprises, hmitals and independent
Olitiratkinia

Refesencing the HEWS sumy form on finances,
the following catetpries we included in E&G ex-
penditures: ,

Instructionpart 13, line 1. Instruction expen-
ditures of the caws, sthools, departments,
and ether instructiomf divitions of the institu-
tion and expenditures for departmental research

3%1459.
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and public senalice which are not separately
budgeted should be included in this classifica-
tion. Includes expenditures for both credit and
non-credit activities. Excludes expenditures for
academic administration where the primary
function is administration (e.g., academic
deans). This category includes the following:
general academic instruction; occupational and
vocational instruction; special session instruc-
tion; community education; preparatory and
adult basic edutation; and remedial and tutorial
instruction.

Researchpart B, line 2. Research includes all
funds expended for activities specifically
organized to produce research outcomes and
commissioned by an agency either external to
the. institution or separately budgeted by an
organizational unit within the institution. Does
not include nonresearch sponsored projects
(e.g., training programs).

Public Servicepart B, line 3. Public service
includes all funds budgeted specifically for
public service and expended for activities estab
fished primarily to provide noninstructional
services beneficial to groups exte to the
Institution. Examples are *miners dreprojects
provided to particular sectors of the community.
Includes expenditures for =Immunity services
and cooperative extension services.

Otherpart B, lines 4, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11. Other
includes academic %ippon, student services,
institutional support, operation and mainte-
nance of plant, scholarships and fellowships,

3o 7

and E&G mandatory trinsfers. For definitions
please reference the HEGIS survey form.

Totalpart B, line 12.

Percent distribution Was calculated by dividing
each expenditure source by total educational and
general expenditures.

Per student amounts,are based on FTE enrollment
(#8).

Adjustment for Inflation

Source: 114her Education Prices end Price Indexes,
1976 Supplement. D. Kent Halstead, National
Institute of Education, DHEW, U.S. Government
Printing Office, Washington, D.C., 1977.

Definition:
State and local appropriations in constant dollars
have been calculated for FY75 and FY76 using
the Higher Education Price Index (HEM). The index
increased 6.6 percent from 1975 to 1976 and 1976
amounts were reduced proportionately to report
constant dollars. The HEPI measures aveiage
changes in the prices of goodFAind services p4r-
chased by colleges and unirrsities through current\
fund educational end onaral expandittnet (exclud-)
ing expenditures for sponsored research and aux-
Marts' enterPriSes).

Student Aid

Source: Joseph D. Boyd, National Association of State
Scholarship and Grant Programs, 7th Annual Sur-
vey, 1975-76 Academic Year, Deerfield, Illinois.

3 9 9



Definition:
Student aid dollars for undergraduate need-based
grant programs. Does not include dollars for non-
need based grants such as academic or athletic
scholarships, graduate aid, student tuition and fee
waivers, work-study, loans, or other forms of finan-
cial assistance and thus may understate actual
student aid in the State.

- High Sc Abol Gra Wales

Source: Statistics of State School Systems; Statistics of
Public Elementary and Secondary Day Schools,
Fall 1976; Statistics of Non-Public Elementary and
Secondary Schools, NCES.

Definition:
Headcount of persons graduating from public and
private high schools in regular day school programs.
Does not include persons grenited high school
equivalency certificates nor persons graduated
from other than regular day school programs.

#2 - Entrance Rate to Public Institutions

Definition:
Calculated by dividing first-time resident enrollment
(#3) by high school craduates (#'1). Thisis a derived
number and does not indicate the actual pnigres-
sion of high school students to 'state public institu-
tions that a longitudinal study could show.

#3 - First Time Resident Enrollment

Source: NCES tapes based-*,on the HEWS surveys,
"Residence and Migration of Colle Students,

u 399

Fall 1975" and "Openhig Fall Enrollment in Higher
Education, 1975."

Definition:
Residents as a percentage of headcount enroll-
ments for each institutional classification was
calculated using residence and migration data.
Total first-time headcount enrollment was multi-
plied by these percentaws to equal resident enroll-
ment for each institutional category. Total resident
public enrollment equals the sum of these institu-
tional category enrolVeats:

#4 - In-Migration to Public Institutions

Source: NCES tapes based on the HEMS surveys,
"Residence and Migration of College Students, Fall
1975" and "Opening Fall Enrollment in Higher
Education, 1975."

Definition:
The number of first-time students coming from out
of State is calculated by subtracting first-time resi-
dent enrollment from total first-time enrollments.

*5 - Ffrst-lime Enrolknnt
Source: NCES tapes based on the HEWS survey

"OPening Fall Enrollment in fliOer Education,
1975."

Definition:
First-time resident enrollments (#3) plus first-time
students from out of State (#4).

4
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*8 Retention Factor
Souree: NCES tapes based on the HEGIS survey "Open-

ing Fall enrollment in Higher Education, 1975,7

Definition:
' Total public headcount enrollment divided by first-

time headcount enrollment. The number is a ratio
of total enrollment to first-time enrollment.

#7 - Conversion Facto;

Source: NCES tapes based on the-HEG IS survey "Open-
ing Fall Enrollment in Higher Education, 1975."

Definition:
Full-time equivalent enrolhnent (#8) divided by
total public headcount enrollment. This factor
converts headcount to FTE enrollment.

#8 - FTE Enrollment in Public Institutions

Source: NCES tapes based on the HEWS survey,
"Opening Fall Enrollment in Higher Education,
1975."

Definition:
Sum of full-time men plus full-gme women plus.a
full-time equivalent of part-time students (as re-
ported by institutions)le., line 10, columns 1, 3,
and 6 on the survey form.

#4.3 - State and Local Tax Capwity

Source: D. Kent Halstead: Tax Wealth in Fifty Stabs,
U.S. Depariment of Health, Education-and Welfare,

31.
Ine.

s

National Institute of Education, U.S. Government
Printing Office, Washington, D.C., 1978.

Definition:
Tax capacity is calculated using. a' rapresentative
tax system. Tax capacity of a State and its local
governments is defined as the amount of revenue
they could raise (relative to other State-local go0-

ernrnents) if all 50 State-local systems applied
identical tax rates (national averages) to their re-
spective tax bases. Tax baps include sales and grosp

receipts, licenses, individual income, corporation
net incemei, property, death and gift, and severance.

or a full description of tax capacity, see the source

d ment.

#10 Tax Effort
Source: D. Kent Halstead, Tax Wealth in Fifty States,

U.S. Department of Health, Education, and Wel-
fare, National Institute of Education, U.S. Govern-

ment Printing Office, Washington, D.C., 1978.

Definition:
Measures the extent to whids tax capacity is actu-

. ally taxed. State and .local ,tai revenues (#11) di-
vided by tax,capacity (#91.

#11 - State and LoCal Tax Rerxtuis

Source: *See Fialsted above and, as an original mice,
Bureau 'of the Canals, State Tax Collection in 1975,

and Governmental Fininces in 1974-75.

Defmition:'
Compulsory contribution; exacted by State and



local governments for public purposes. Includes
interest and penalties but excludes -refunds. Non-
tax revenues such as fees and 6hargas, special
assesunents, rents, ,royalties, fines, interest earn-
ings, and net profits from government-operated
electric utilities, .gas and water companies, liquor
stores, and grain elevators are excluded.

*12 - Allocation to Public Higher Education

Definition:
State and Local Appropriations (#13) divided by
State and Local Tax Revenues (#11). Idehtifies the
proportion of State and local tax revenues allocated
for public higher education.

#13 - State and Local Public Appropriations

Source: NCES tapes based on the HEGIS survey, "Fi-
nancial Statistics of Institutions of Higher Educe-

. tion for Fiscal Year Ending 1976."

Definition:
Dollars appropriated or made available by State
and local governments to public institutions of
hicOer education for current ' operating expenses.
Re:prom:Mg the HEWS minty fond: Ai thwibm
apprwriations ecatal the sum of lines 3 and 4 of
Part A. Grants or contracts ere-excluded. These
funds are fir meeting current operating expenses
and not for specific projects or progrems. Fathwal
appropriations received through State channels
should be included inIthe total for Federal-appro-
ciriatims. Tulticut and fees collemid by the institu-
tion and returned to the institution in the form of

appropriations (that Is, reappropriated tuition and
fies) should have been subtracted as they are
already repotted under tuitiqn and fees.

SECTION 2: iMPORTANT DATA CAUTIONS

The value of this study is highly dependent on the
accuracy of the data. The data used (primarily the
finance, and enrollment data collected by the National
Center for Education Statistics) are the best available
on a comprehensive basis. However certain limitations3
exist and should be kept In mind for proper usage and
interpretation, both in evaluating the data from one's
own and other States. Other prOblems recognized by
readers and not identified here eiould brou*It to
the authors' attention.

Use of "CaMple VOWS 'System" as tin Reporting Unit

In this study, some campuses are clarsified separ-
ately rather than as part of the parent ihstitution. If the
HEGli file stiovied **ate data for a campus, then it
was treated as a Unique institution and classified on the'
.baltiof the degrees data It reported. If the campus was
m)eattPittittifititlittifilitiiiSitIht-tomputte *rot,. then:

, .

3 One of the authors in previous studies using HEWS data
has ham/fitted costly from wilful review by the States' Post-
vetxxxiery ow" and selected ittstitutimr. The cautions td3out
the del* Mad In this appendix reflect many of the comments
received in those reviews.
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its data were reported as part of the parent institution
and cannot be separately identified. Because different
campuses of a system may specialize their degree offer-
ings, they often are classified in a different category
than the Parent institution.

A special variation of this problem occurs for
`health_ professional programs. In 18 States, there are
distinct financial and enrollment data-associated with
a comprehensive health institution. In 22 States, the
health professional programs -are part of an overall
institution and health finances and enrollments are not
separable. Because health programs are very costly, their
inclusion in a system may-cause some dilnortion in per
student revenues and expenditure& In the State reports7
asterisks are used to identify those institutional cate2'
gories that contain a health professional program. Charts
A-1 and A-2 and the institutional listing at the end of
this Section clarifies which States are affected.

Incluskwr of,institutions

The extent to which the HEGIS surveys include
publie and proprietary vocational-technical institutions
'that are postsecondary in nature varies amongthe States.
For those States where they Are omitted, both enroll-
ments and State appropriations are likely to be umkr-
reported. Arizota, editorials*. Georgia, idirmesotwand
Wisconsin are five States .known to fall in this category..

Treatment of Central Administration Costs

Reven u and expenditures for administration en,
campus syste offices are included in the finances for
the parent In Con. In States where's similar function
is pfovided by a State postsecondary cominiftion, similar
administrative costs are not included. As a result, reve-
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nues and expenditures for these latter systems are some-
what understated.

Varying Organizational Arrangements

Treatment of -medical schools, central administra-
tion, the operation of extension and research institutes
are all examples of activities that often vary in terms of
their relationship to a main campus or system of cam-
puses. To the extent that practices vary among different
institutions, data comparability.problems will exist.

Chargebacks

For some large university systems, a single: campus
may provide services to other campuses. If some form of
chargeback system is not used, then the finances for the
campus providing the ;ervice will be overstated. Finances
for the campuses receiving fierviceS Will be understated.

Counts of FTE Students

The HEGIS fall enrollment survey does not estab-
lish a standard definition for "full-time equivalent stu-
dent." To the extelt that institutions use different for-

as, their FTE enrollment date lack conparability.
shlee Frke115,11.77t is used as a denominawytortfora

--tr±

se probasn. Flovitever# it Is believed that molt insti-
' tut:Ionic use idmiler Wes for determining ffE
Memo thereby redwing the likely seriousness of these
irconsistencie&

Further problem; are caused by the fact that not
all institutions count enrollments en the same calendar
deUt. Also the enrollment count Is for the lett inn and
not the entire year. In contrast, finance data covers the

316



entire fiscal year. Institutions with low attrition and/or
large numbers of summer students will therefore have
per student amounts that are overstated relative to other

, institutions with opposite situations. Finally, the finan-
cial data reflect non-credit instructional and other
expenditures, however matching nen-credit enrollments
are not reported.

Fi9ances for Hospitals, Auxiliary Enterprises,
and Independent Operations

Revenues and expenditures from sales and service
operations of hospitals, auxiliary enterprises, and inde-
pendent operation's have been excluded from this study.
It is not possible at this time to isolate the extent that
State and local appropriations are used, if at all, to sup-
port these functions. For the institutions where appro-
priations are used for these purposes, E&G finances per
student will be understated-in this report

Employee Benefits

State payments for employee benefits do not
always flow through institutional accounts. In some
States they are made directly by the State to a separate
agency handling such funds. While their value should be
inputed and reported, it is unclear whether all institu-
tions follow this convention.

Debt Senfiee

In some States, the -capital costs of physical facili-
ties are financed through a. separate State agency. In
other States debt serviar is paid for with current funds.
For these latter institutiom the timeless will be ow-
stated far comparison purposes.

31 7
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Tuition Remissions

In some States, tuition and fees are remitted to the
State as an offset to State appropriations. Although the
HEGIS finance survey directions clearly specify that
these funds should be reported under tuition and fees
and not under State appropriations, there is uncertainty
as to whether the procedure has been strictly followed.
Appropriations may be overstated by remitted tuition
and fees not excluded in some States.

Tuition and fee remissions and exemptions for
students should be reported under tuition and fees
revenues. If not observed, these amounts will be under-
stated.

Variances in Public Service

Institutions vary in the types of public service
activities they engage in. In many States, a variety of
State agencies that are not postsecondary in nature
may be providing these activities, such as public hygiene,
Wigan patient care, hygiene reseal* ace Clarificaticm
about the specific categories of public service activities
conducted would aid comparability among the States.

Student Aid

:S-ntkLdatausedjn this study is
blued an Infirmailem'coiriaied by Jotivh 'Boyd for the
Nadas, Association of tine Schotetth0 Prosaism. The
anmints represtmt needbised grants from the State.
They 110 not Include notneed based financial aid, stu-
dent tuition and fee waivers, State fmancial work-study
or aid to graduate students. Therefore, tote! State stu-
dent financial aid Is understated hy'lbesi iton-rimorted
amounts.

.Att
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Geographical Price Adjustments

No attempt has been made in this study (except in
the limited analysis in Appendix C) to adjust dollar
values for differences-among States in the prices paid for
equivalent goods-and services for higher education. Geo-
graphical price differences do exist and they are sub-

stands!, ranging from perhaps as high as 30 to 40%
above the national average in Alaska to 15 to 20% below
the average in certain non-metropolitan areas of the
country. To establish common purchasing power for
interstate comparisons, such price differences should be
taken into account. However, measures of this type for
any public service are not currently available.

Special Note for
State of Wisconsin

In a review of draft materials for this study, staff from the
University of Wisconsin system office noted important discrep-
ancies in the figures/for their state contained in this study. Fur-
ther research into this matter revealed a number of problems
which they requested be noted here to improve the accuracy of
data for their state and to provide needed elaboration about what
activities are encompassed in these data. Such clarification is
Provided here to improve the comparability of data, state to
state. The reader should carefully note the following,

Universiw Extension

The extension function for the University of Wisconsin
(UW) system is organized as a separate campus unit. As a result,
the UW system office has provided separate financial and enroll-
ment reports to NCES for University Extension. The alternatives
of allocation of these figures to individual campus units, given
this separate orpnizational arrangement, or recognizing extensity'
as a reporting unit, is nem being discussal by UW atul NCES. In
the interim, revenues and expenditures for extension for the
University of Wisconsin system have been omitted from HEWS
finame tapes. Extension data we provided below to clarify the
impact of this exclusion of the data sections for Wisconsin.

University of Wisconshi System

University Enskin

Current Funds Revenues* FY 197475 FY 1975-76

State appropriations $17,374,1/9 $17,610,271
Tuition and fees 699,644 866,047
Government grants and contracts 2,442,776 2,145,558
Private gifts, grants and endowment income 989,852 1,015,133
Other E&G 11,618,X14 13,284,497
Other current funds revenues 211,082 233,489

Total $33,336,667 $35,155,005



Unimak, ransotion, continued

Current Funds Expenditures*
Instruction $ 1,594,381 $ 1,667,869
Research 0
Public service 24,784,213 27,107,533
Other E&G 6,880,366 6,684,519
Other current fund expenditures 192,465 250,574

Total $33,237,415 $35,600,495

°For purposes of the analysis in this study, only E&G
however are shown here.

revanufS and expenditures here bean included. Total current fund figura

Debt Service

The University of Wisconsin System pays for the capital
costs of physical- facilities through debt service paid by the cur-
rent fund. In terms of revenues, over $30 million of state appro..
priations is paid each year to support that chibt, Assn expenditure
category, the same amount is shown in the "Other E&G" cate-

gym. In some other states, these mune activities are financed
through separate capital funds and hence state appropriations and
other E&G expenditures would not reflect these amounts. To
clarify the impact of these activities on the finances reported for
the University of Wisconsin system, the following data by ca*
gory of institution are shown.

,Univorsity of Wisconsin Systswn

Dad Servkto on Acfacknnic Fat:Nitta

REVENUES

FY 1974-75

State
Appropriation

State
Appropriations

Major Doctoral $1%188,740 $14,87.33t
Cmnprehensive 14,100,E11 12,518,629
General Baccalaureate 5.811069 4,862,204
Two-Year 0
UW System Office 133,038 97,180
University Extension 631,636 676,090

$35,574,752 $32,919,010

FY 1975-76

Private
Gifts & Grants

Other ESA
Revenues

$4,623 $" Ziefen
652,874
13t,2144

0 a
134,182

$49,523 $1.287,115

322



154

Delst Senriciori Academia Facilities, cOntinued

EXPENDITUFIES

Educational & General Mandatory Transfers
(Shown Under "Other gaq Expenditures")

FY 1975-74 FY 197146
Motor Doctoral $15,189,740 S15,292V6
Comprehensive 14,100,981 13,171,403
General Baccalaureate 5,519,458 4,983,418
Two-Year
UW System Office 133,038 97,160
Universky Extension 631,635 711,162

$35,674,752 $34,255,648

Other State Agency Functions

In Wisconsin, t!us UW system operates a State Laboratory
of Hygiene. Because in other states this function is often con-

ducted bY ftlA-Povisecondanf agencies, the UW has supplied the
Wowing numbers to cim.ify the hnpect of this activ:ty on their
operations.

FY 1974-75 FY 1976-70
Revenues

State appropriations $1,777,724 $1,927,096
Private gifts and grants 9,609 44,965
Other E&G 962,691 951,730

Total 1,-740,124 vin,791
Erpandltures

Research $ 79,814 $ 68,195
Public service 2,557,129 2,845,355
Other E&G 2,229 15,010

Total $2,638,972 $2,929,13C

323
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A-1.--Categories of Public Institutions with Health Professional Programs, FY76

Unsaitparated Programs at
&WM Doctoral Comprehansiva

Inatitutions Institutions
Alabama X XAlaska
Arizona X
Arkansas

Xloinia X X

Comprehensive Other Professions
Health Spooldind a

Professional Health Institution

COIL/1311u X XConawc view
X

Detairy..111.

1) C
F10/111.1 X

(34'Oft11,1 X Xfial/Vcit I X
Idaho
Iiiirsois X X X

X X

ICWV4 X
KairPur. X XKetitt. P y X
I 4 H41%1.411.1

XMjilw

Mai View
M.e.s.rutioti.t

XMichigan X
Minnesota X XMississippi

X
Missoui,
Mort hind
Nebraska X XNevada
NPVV Hampshire

New .1( rsey
XNersi Mexico X

New York X X XNorth Carolina
North Dakota X

Ohio X
Oklahorha X X
Ofegon XPennsylvania X
Rhode Island

South Carolina
South Dakota
Tennessee
Texas )1

Utah ),

Valmont X
Virgtnia X
Waakomgton X
West Virginia X
Wisconsin X
Wyoming



A-2.Independent Institutions with Health Professional Program;

, Unseparited Proyarns et Comprehenshm ()Ater Professional
Major Doctoral Comprehensive Health Specialized

Institutions Institutions Profit:11mi Health Institutions
Alabama X
Alaska
Arizona
Ar kansas
California X

Colorado
Connecticut X

Oelawaie'
X

F lor ids X

Georgia X
Hawaii
Idaho
Illinois X
Incliama

!Mita
Kansas
Ken tuck y
Louisiana X
Maine

Maryland X

Massachusetts X

Michigan X

Minnesota
Mississippi

Missouri X

Montana
Natiraska X
Nevada
New Hampsh r e X

New Jersey
New Mexico
New York X X X
North Carolina X

North Dakota

Ohio 4 X X
OXIShOnta
OfegOn X X
Pennwlyaniar X X X X
Rhode Island X

South Carolina
South Dakota
Tennessee X X X
Texas X - X
Utah,

Vermont X
Vicginia X

Pieg*Ing404/
West Virginia X

Wisconsin X X X
Wyoming

11.

x
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Medical Programs, Integrated within a Campus at Mejor Doctoral Granting Univetsklas

Public Institutions
Alabama Auburn Univeristy, Main Campus Minnesota University of Minnesota. Minneapolis-St. Paul'University of Alabama, Birmingham

*University of South Alabama Missouri University of Missouri. Kansas City
Univenity of Cluouri, ColumbiaArizona University of Arizona

Nebraska University 'of Nebraska, LincolnCalifornia University of California (UC), Irvine
New Mexico University of New Mexico, Main CampusUC, Berkeley

UC, Davis New York Cornell University, Statutory CollegesUC, Los An les North Carrgine University of North Carolina, Chapel HillUC, San Diego
North Dakota University of North Dakota, Main CampusColorado Colorado State University
Ohio Univelity of Cincinnati, Main CampusFlorida University of South Florida

Ohio State Univanity, Main CampusUniversity of Florida
Oklahoma Oklahoma State University, Main CampusGeorgia University of Georgia
Pennsylvania 'Temple UniversityHawaii University of Hawaii, Manoa

University of Pittsburgh, Main CampusIllinois South Illinois University, Carbondale Texas Texas Tech. UniversityUniversity of Illinois, Urbana
University of Houston, Main CampusSouthern Illinois University, Edwardsville
Texas A&M University, Main CampusIndiana Indiana Univ5rsity, Bloomington Utah University of UtahPurdue University, Main Campus

Vermont University of Vermont and`Purdue University, Indianapolis
State Agricultural CollegeIowa Iowa State University Science and Technology Virginia Virginia Commonwealth UniversityUniversity of Iowa

University of Virginia, Main CampusKansas Kansas State University
Wash ngton University of WashingtonKentucky University of Louisville

Washington State UniversityUniversity of Kentucky, Main Campus
West Virginia West Virginia UniversityMichigan Wayne State University

Michigan State University Wisconsin University of Wisconsin, Madison
University of Michigan, Ann Arbor

Freestanding Mailed School, Classified as Comprehensive Health Professional

Arkansas University of Arkansas, Medical Science CaMpus Georgia Medical College of Georgia
Cal i for nia University of California, San Francisco Illinois University of Illinois Medical Center, ChicagoMedical Center

Kansas University of Kansas Medical CenterColorado

Connecticut
University of Colorado Medical Center

University of Connecticut Health Center
Lou isiana Louisiana State University Medical Center,

New Orleans

Medicei Programs integrated within a campus at comprehensive Institutions indicated by an asterisk.
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Maryland

Minnesota

Mississippi

Nebraska

New Jersey

New York

, 4;

Freestanding Medical School, Classified as Comprehensive Health ProfeulonelContinued

University of Maryland, Baltimore Professional Oklahoma Unitreity of Olkshorna Health Science Canter
Schools

Oregon University of Oregon Health &IOWA Center
University of Minnesota, Ma Yo Graduate School South Carolina Medical University of South Carolinaof Medicine

Tennessee Univervity of Tennessee Center of Health ScienceUniversity of Mississippi Medical Center
Texas University of Texas Heaith Science, San AntonioUniversity of Nebraska Medical Center

University of Texas Health Science Center, Dallas
College of Mather and Dentistry of New Jersey, University of Texas Medical Branch, Galveston

Newark University of UMW Health Science Center,
SUNY Downstate Medical Center Houston
SUNY Upstate Medical Center
SUNY Health Science Center, Buffalo
SUNY Health Science Center, Stony Brooke
CUNY Mt:Sinai School of Medicine

Freestanding Medical School, Clanified es Other Professiomd
'-

Massachusetts University of Massachusetts Medical School,
Worcester

Pennsylvania Pennsylvania State University, Hershey Medical
Canter

New York SUNY State College of Optometry Texas University of Texas School of Nursing
Ohio Medical College Ohio-Toledo Texas College of Osteopathic Medicine

Oklahoma Oklahoma College of Osteopathic Medicine and
Surgery

Alabama

California

Connecticut

D.C.

Florida

Georgia

Illinois

*Tuskegee Institute

Stanford University
University of Southern California

`University of the Pacific

Yale University

George wash ingt on University
Georgetown University
Honord University

University of Miami

Emory University

Loyola University
Northwestern University
University of Chicago

Independent Institutions

Louisiane

Maryland

Massachusetts

Michigan

Missouri

Nebraska

New Hampshire

New Jersey

Tulane University of Louisiana

Johns Hopkins University

Tufts University
Scum University
kisnord University

University of Detroit

Saint Louis University, Main Campus
Washington University

'Creighton University

Dartmouth College

*Farleigh Dickinson, Teaneck Campus
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New York

North Carolina

Ohio

California

Illinois

New York

California

Columbia UnivriltV Alin Division
New York University
Universky of Rochester
Yeshiva University

Duke University
*Wake Forest University

Casa Western ROOM UfkilferSity

°moon iPaclific Unlvetsity
fiennsylvanie

Rhode !Omni

Tennessee

Wisconsin

Univirsity at Pennsylvania
*Duquesne University

Brown University

Vanderbilt University

Marquette University

Freestanding Medical Schools, Classifit0 as Comprehensive Health Professional
Loma Linda University

University of Health Science-Chicago Medical
School

Rush Univerlity

Albany Medical College
Cornell University Medical Center

Pennsylvania!

Tennessee

Teem

Wisconsin

Hahnwasarm Medical College and Hospital
Thomas Jefferson University

Wherry Medical College

Boyle* College of Medicine

Meek* Coilege of Wisconsin

Freestanding Medical Schools, °ossified as Other Professional

California College Pf Podiatric Medicine
Los Angeles College of Chiropractic
Southern California College of Optometry

Colorado Loretto Heights College
Georgia Mercer University, Southern School of Pharmacy
Illinois Chicago College of Osteopathic Medicine

Illinois College of Optometry
Illinois college of Podiatric Medicate
Mammal College Chiropractic

Iowa College of Osteopathic MedicinemSurtierY
Palmer College of Chiropractic

Woe
Massachusetts

Michigan

Minnesota

Westbrook C011ege.

Massachusetts College of 4tOmetry
Massachusetts College et Pharmacy

Nremy Cense° of Detroit
Nazareth College

College of Seim Scholastics
College of Saint Teresa
Mayo Medical School
Northwestern College Chiropractic

Missouri

New York

Ohio

Oregon

Pennsylvamia

Kansas City College of Cbteopethic Medicine
Kirksville College of Osteopathic Medicine
Saint Louis College of Pharmacy
Logan College of Chiropractic

D'Youvilla Colleae
New York College of Podiatric Medicine
Molloy Colleen
New York Medical College
Albany Comm of Phanhaclf
Columbia Uniwarsity College of Pharmacy
Long Island University. Brooklyn College of

Pharmacy
.:ZeturebatleagtettOChin*sgtig
attii i oPediatric Medicine
Women State. ChirePriat C011ege

.

Mary Inunecolete Seminary
Penne/Wan* College of Pediatric Medicine
Philedsigthie 11~ of Chsecenthic Medicine
Philadelphia College of Pharmacy and Science
The Medical College of Pennsylvania

Continued on following page
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Tennessee

Texas

Vermont

;

Freestindim Medical Schools, Classified es Ottsz Professions:, continued

Southern College Of Optometry

Texas Chiropractic College
Saylor College of Dentistry

Vermont College

Virginia Esstern Virginia Medical School

West VirgiMe Alderson Broaddos College
West Virginia School of Osteonelhic Medicine

Wisconsin Alverno College
Viterbo College

SECTION 3: DESCRIPTION OF THE INSTITU-
TIONAL CLASSIFICATION SYSTEM

Most earlier studies of higher education financing

have used the three institutional classification system
university, four-year, and two-yearthen available on
NCES tapes. These three categoritis do not provide suf-

ficient distinction to properly account for the different

major missions of colleges and universities. This study

therefore switches to the six institutional catepries
introduced and being developed by NCHEMS. The clas-

sification procedures use an explicit set of criteria that

are applied objectively by computer analysis to consis-

tently and uniquely identify each institution's category

The classification procedure is based on the number

of degrees an institution confers in particular fields of

study. Degrees fwe used as a pixy for program offer-

'rigs because of a lack of coMprehensive prograrn .infor-

mation. Data on the nundmr and typo of degrees con-
ferred were obtained from the 1975-76 HEGIS survey
"Decrees and Other Formal Awards Conferred." Only
those institutions responding to the HEGIS surveys have

been included in the classification. Many nonresponding

single program occupational schools are not included in

the annual HEGIS surveys.

In identifying "units" for classification, the study

relied on the reporting units used by NCES in the HEG IS

surveys. This caused some problems fore ranch cam-

puses which were separately classified ba on their

own degree granting activities and noi on the basis of
those .at the parent institution. Several institutions re-
ported enrollment and financial data but did not report

zdtigiees conferred. These institutions were hand-classified

into appropriate categories bawd tom input .fronk their

respective State agency and Judgment as to where such

institutions belonged in the classification schone. In
addition, 10 other institutims, reporting degrees con-

ferred, were hand-classified because of the unique
nature of the institution (for example, Rockefeller

University in New York and the Rand Graduate Insti-

tute of Policy Studies in California)...,

The major categories in the NCHEMS institutional
classification system es applied In this study in-e:

Major Doctcral-Granting Institutions
Comprehensive Institutions
General Baccalaureate Institutions
Two-Year Institutions
Health Professional Institutions
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Other Specialized or Professional Institutions.

The definitions and criteria for each of these cate-
gories are as follows:

Major Doctoral-Granting Institutions

I. These institutions grant a minimum of 30 doctoral-
level degrees (including first-professional degrees in
health sciencemedicine, dentistry, etc.) in three
or more doctoral-level program areas4 (including
first-professional degree programs).

2. Do not confer over,50 percent of their degrees in a
single program area.

Comprehensive Institutions

I. Institutions where the number of doctor-level
degrees granted is less than 30 or where fewer than
three doctoral-level programs are offered, but
which (a) grant a minimum of 30 post-baccalaureate
degrees5 in three or more post-baccalaureate pro-
grams, or (b) confer over 50percent of their degrees
at the post-baccalaureate level in thew or more
programs.

4Programs or program aieas a?e a major field of studY as
defined,at the two-digit level of the HEGIS Taxonomy of Pro-
grams. Subsequent references to program or program area refer
to this definition.

5 Inctudes master's, doctorate, and first-professional *grecs.

Oo not confer over 50 percent of their degrees in a
silipprogram area.

General Baccalaureate Institutions

1. Institutions where the number of post-baccalaureate
degrees granted is less than 30 or where fewer than
three post-baccelaureate level programs are offered,
but (a) grant a minimum of 30 baccalaureate de-
grees and grant degrees in three or more programs,
or (b) confer over 50 percent of their baccalaureate
degrees in interdisciplinary studies.
Do not confer over 50 percent of their degrees in
one program area, excluding interdisciplinary stu-
dies.

Two-Year Institutions

Institutions which do not confer degrees at the
baccalaureate, master's or doctorate level, but confer
degrees or awards for two years of work, or formal
awards and completions requiring less than two years
of work. Institutions,with a two-year upper division
program do not fall in this category because they grant
baccalaureate degrees.

comistahanieeiffsaith PrefessifPW kutitutions

Institutions where the number of profeisional
health. degrees (M.D., D.D.S, DAD., O.D:, etc.)
grimed plus the number of other degrees wanted in
health science fields- (HEMS, 1200) exceeds 50 per-
cent of all degrees awarded, but grant at least 20 per-
cent of-their total (*freesia prow= areas other than
Professional med#Me.

get6



Other Professional and Specialized institutions
This category includes a diverse group of special-

ized institutions. For purpc .es of the study they have
been collapsed into a single category (tables in Appen-
dix 8 provide some additional detail). The more detailed
distinctions are:
a) Other Health Institutions Institutions where the

number of professional health degrees granted plus
the number of other degrees granted in the health
science aiea exceeds 50 percent of all degrees
awarded, but either award no M.D. degrees or
award over 80 percent of their total degrees in pro-
fessional medicine (M.D. degree). -

b) Education Schools Institutions which Confer over
50 percent of their degrees in, education (HEGIS,
0800).

c) Engineering Schools Institutions where the num-
ber of degrees awarded in the area of eriginnering
(HEM, 0900) exceeds 50 penient of ell depress
awarded.

d) Divinity Institutions Instituls where the num-
ber of professional theologi degrees phis the

number of other degrees granted in theology
(HEGIS, 2300) exceeds 60 percent of all degrees
awarded.

e) Business and Management Schools Institutions
whic1 confer over 60 percent of their degrees in
the area of business and 'management 'science
(HEGIS, 0500).

f) Art, Music, and Design Schools-1 Institutions which
confer over 50 percent of their degrees in the area
of art, music, and/or design (HEGIS, 1000).

g) Law Schools Institutions where the number of
professiongl law degrees (LL.B. or ID.) plus the
number of other degrees awarded in law (HEGIS,
1400) exceeds 50 percent of all degrees awarded.

h) U.S. Service SchoolsWhile these schools are sepa-
rately categorized here, they were excluded from
the study.

i) Other Specialized or Professional Schorils Institu-
tions which grant degrees In fewehham three pro-
grams et the baccalaureate level, master's level, and
the doctorate ievel end did not confer over.50 per-
cent of their degrees in any of the above categories.
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Table B-2

Table B-3

Table B-4

Table B-5
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Amounts
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Table B-11
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Table B-13
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Table B-15

Table B-16

Table B-17
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Table B-18

* Table 8-19

Table B-20

State and Local Appropriations Per
Student at Independent Institutions,
FY-76
State and Local Proportion of Appro-
priations at Independent Institutions,
FY76
Tuition Revenues Per Student at Inde-
pendent Institutions, FY76
Governmeht Grants and Contracts Per
Student at Independents Institutions,
FY76
Government Grants and Contracts Per
Student by Source (federal, State and
Local) at Independent Institutions,
F Y76

Private Gifts, Grants, Contracts and
Endowment Income Per Student at
I ndependent I nstitutions, FY76
Other E&G Revenues Per Student at
Independent Institutions, FY76
Total E&G Revenues Per Student at
Independent Institutions, FY76

of Total E&G

State and Local Appropriation pro-
portion of Total E&G Revenues at
Independent Institutions, FY76
Tuition Proportion of Total E&G
Revenues at Independent Institutions,
FY76
Government Grants and Contracts Pro-
portion of Total E&G Revenues at
Independent Institutions, FY76

TableB-21 Private Gifts, Grants, Contracts and
Endowment Income PropOrtion
Total E&G Revenues at Independent
Institutions, FY76

Table 8-22 Other Revenues Proportion of E&G
Revenues at Independent Institutions,
FY76

Institutional Expenditures

Per Student Amounts

Table 8-23 Instruction Expenditures Per Student
at Independent Institutions, FY76 ,

Table 8-24 Research Expenditures Per Student at
Independent Institutions, FY76

Table 8-25 Pub)ic Sprvice Expenditures Per Stu-
dent at Independent Institutions,
FY76

Table 8-26 Other, E&G Expenditures Per Student
at Independent Institutions, FY76

Table B-27 Total E&G Expenditures Per Student
at Independent Institutions, FY76

Proportion of Totar E&G

Table B-28

Table B-29

Table B-30

Table 8-31

Instruction Proportion of Total E&G
Expenditures at Independeht Institu-
tions, FY76
Research Proportion -of Total E&G
Expenditures at Independent Institu-
tions, FY76
Public Service Proportion of Total-
E&G Expenditures at Independent
Institutions, FY76
Other E&G Expenditures Proportion
of Total E&G Expenditures at Inde-
pendent Institutions, FY76
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Revenues, and E&G Expenditures Per
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Table Bt Enrollment distribution by type of public institutions FY76

Major
Doctoral

Alabama 27%
Alaska 0
Arizona 46
Arkansas 26
California 14

Colorado 43
Connecticut 29
Dalaware 72
D.C. 0
Florida 30

Georgia 32
Hawaii 52
Idaho 29
Illinois 29
Indiana 57

Iowa 55
Kan WS 42
Kentucky 37
Louisiana 21
Maine 41

Maryland 25
Massachuwtts 19
Michigan 40
Minnesota 43

, Mississippi 38

Mitiouri 26
Montana 34
Nab; asks 39
Nevada 0

' Now Hampshire 54

: New Jersey 15
NM Mex tco 70
New Vor k 14
North Carol na 26
North Dakota 31

Ohio 61
OMahoma 39
Oregon 33

,---fannisevartta 36
WItatade island 53

' -South Carohna 35
South Dakota 0
.71rannessee 39

, Yetis 31

ll
Vermont

I 33
64

541

Virginta

: Utah

Washington 31
. West Virginia 34
-: Wiaconain 33
694rgazierra 59

U.S. Average 31

Comprvhensive
Central

Baccalaureate .
Two-
Year

Hui*
Professional

Other
Professional

28%
65

7%
0 .

34%.
43 T

0%
0

4% -
2

9 0 46 0 0
10 30 12 2 20
24 0 62 0 0
10 18 24 1 4
18 0 33 1 18
0 8 20 0 0

53
$

0 0 , 0 47
i 3 2 55 0 0
23 4 25 2 14
0 4 42 0 o

23 35 12 0 0 k
22 0 47 1 0
16 7 8 0 11

11 0 34 0 00
29 5 23 1 0
34 8 15 0 7
52 13 8 2 5
0 27 7 0 25

13 19 37 4 4
18 10 34 0 19
15 8 36 0 2
25 7 19 1 4

3 4 38 1 15
35 7 28 0 4 .
35 0 8 0 23
30 1 20 2 7
56 0 44 0 0
14 0 18 0 . 14
.23 7 35 1 20
14 5 11 0 0
35 4 42 1 4
20 7 42 0 8
27 8 25 0 10
13 1 25 0 0
15 10 25 2 8
11 8 44 2 6
11 3 30 o ZO0 0 24 0 23.,

7 12 40 2 4
67 4 0 0 33
32 7 20 . 2 '0
26 .0 37 1 4

0 71 20 0 0
0 25 11 0 0

21 7 34 0 4
14 2 53 0 0
16 22 15 0 14
33 4 30 0 0

0 0 41 0 0
21 5 38 1 5

341



Table B-2.--Ptoportion of total beadamint susrollments at public institutions from out-of-state, 11075-76.
First-time and total) out-of-state

; Alabama
Alaska \
Arizona \
Arkansas
California

Colorado
Connecticut
Delaware

'D.C.
Florida

Georgia
.14awi
Idaho
Illinois
Indiana

Iowa
'Camas
kamucky
Louisiana
Mama

Maryland -

Massaehuset ts
Alistugan
Minnesota
Miasma ppi

Us. Avenge

411

Fkst-Time Statism
from Out-of-Stets

12%

Total Studints
from Out-of-Stem

14%

r,

Missouri

First-Thm itudents
from Out-of-Stets

8

Totid Studir
from. Out-of-S

II1 4 Montana 12 1826 31 Nebraska 11 1510 13 Nevada 8 19\ 11 12 New Hampshire 28 36\ 27 26 New Inlay 4 5\ 6 10 New Mexico 19 2321 24 New York 2 328 32 North Carolina 10 1210 11 North Dakota 15 18
13 16 Ohio 6 a13 11 Oklahoma 1$ 1720 24 Origtm 9 176 7 Pennsylvania 4 612 14 kilo& Island 16 15
9 15 South Caroline 10 1012 15 South Dakota 13 1312 13 Tennessee 11 99 12 Texas 8 1013 1 7 Utah 16 /

18
15 9 Vermont 28 306 7 Virginia 17 21
9 12 Wuhington 5 118 13 West Virginia 18 197 10 Wisconsin 7 10

Wyoming 77 I4 29

10 12.
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Table Ela, continued

Two-Year

Stat. Local

Aiabama 100% $ 736 0% $ 1

Alaska! 0 4,523 0 0
Action., 46 581 54 671
Arkansas . 93 1,304 7 99
CiPitorntit 48 788 52 865
Colorado 137 1,038 13 153
Connecticut 100 1,069 0 0
Delaware 100 2,330 0 0
I.) C 0 0 0 0
Flur.da 100 1,312 0 1

titrorgia 94 865 6 60
hiattfihil I 100 1,253 0 0
Idaho 77 1,593 23 481
Minna; 54 698 46 597
Ind,e1.1 99 1,199 1 13

114%, 83 1,407 17 293
K jt1SJI, 45 593 55 127
Ktintuk In i, 100 1 /4 0 0
L. oilician., 100 1,018 0 0
IN/Um 100 2,000 0 0

Nlar,,,i(anii '6 847 44 654
IVIAssactup,,,tt., 92 827 8 74
Mit_h.m ti5 829 35 447
Minnesota 100 1,339 0 0
Mtsstss,p1), 75 883 25 300

Mti$Out .54 494 46 48
Montan.1 61 165 39 486
Netn.e.h..; Go 1.222 40 804
Nevada 100 125 0 0
New Hampshire 100 1,74 1 0 0
NVVV Jet sil, 44 561 58 708
New Ntrireict, 54 648 46 556
Nt.vw Yro 58 986 4-7 729
Nor th Carr); ilia 88 1,451 12 198
North Dakota 93 1.033 7 73

08 to 78 886 22 254
Oklahoma 85 765 15 139
(Moon 52 806 r 48 732
Pannsytvania 69 670 31 307
Rhode Island 100 1,673 0. 0

$outh Carolina 84 672 16 124
South Dakota 0 0 0 0
Tennessee 100 1,024 0 0
Texas 87 991 114 '271

Utah 100 1,168
rk

0 0

Vermont 100 1,117 0 0
Virrpnia 100 1,077 (J 0
Washrnoton 99 1,200 1 8
Wast Virginla 100 777 0 0
Wisconsin 39 905 61 1,416
Wyoming 64 1,380 36 790

U.S. Averagie 65% $ 907 36% 491

Health Professional (NW Priem:10nd
State Local

0% $ 0 0% $ 0
O 0 0 0
o 0 0 0

100 14,622 0 0
100 13,213 0 0
100 18,386 0 0
100 40,311 0 0

O 0 0 0
O 0 0 o
O 0 o 0

100 17,666 0 0
O 0 0 0
O 0 0 0

100 16,868 0 0
o 0 0 0

o - 0 o o
100 20,141 0 o

o o o o
100 12,620 0 0

O 0 0 0

100 10,332 0 0
O 0 0 0
O 0 0 0
O 0 0 o

100 18,100 0 o

o 0 0 0
O 0 0 o

100 17,604 0 o
o 0 0 0
O o 0 0

94 38,463 6 2,455
o o o o

100 18,421
O 0
O 0

o 0
100 8,106
100 20,692

O 0
O 0

100 20,-754
O 0

99 8,783,
100 29,763

O 0

O o b 0
O 0 0 0
O 0 0 0
O 0 0 o
O 0 o 0
O o 0 0

0
0
a

63
0
o

0 o
0 0
0 0
0 0
0 0

0 0
0 0
1 53
0
0

0
o

100% $17,293 I 0% S 83

343

State Lae:

100% $ 1,779
100 4,028

0
100 1,486
86 2,172

100 1,718
100 1,275

0 0
0 0
0 0

100 2,116
0

0 0
0 0

99 2,172

0 0
0 0

100 2,030
99 1,593

100 1,517

100 1,789
100 1,636
100 2,286
100 1,629
100 1,441

99 3.386
100 1,897
100 1,659

0
100 856

100 1,311
0

69 2,204
100 1,649
100 2,037

100 28,331
100 1,161
100 1,750
100 2,369
100 2230
10Q 2,290
100 1,437

0 0
100 2,102

0 0

0
100 1,430

0 0
100 1,763

0 0
o . 0

94 IS 1,837

0% $

14

0
0
0

100 :
0

31

0
0

8%
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Table 8-4.Governmental grants and contracts at public institutions by source of funds (Federal, state and local), FY76.
Dollars per student

1041or Coctoral

Fodaral State Local

Compreltanske
Federal State Local

Ganstal Baccalatoute
Faders! State Local

Two-Yaw

Federal Stela Local

Alabama $ 520 $160 $ 3 $1.279 $ 163 $33 $ 3 $ 18 $ 0 $167 $ 5 $ 2

Alaska 0 0 0 202 5,433 0 0 o 0 101 2,720 0

Arizona 601 23 7 221 70 1 0 0 0 148 50 1

Arkansas 453 147 0 87 3 o 406 10 0 567 11 4

California 1.947 160 27 107 18 19 0 0 0 66 21 4

Colorado 949 72 6 179 30 1 216 36 48 240 50 44

Connecticut 496 92 4 69 7 0 0 0 0 96 s 0

Wawa 417 48 0 0 0 0 741 0 2 209 16 o

D.C. 0 C 0 725 0 33 0 o 0 0 0 0

Florida 891 75 6 186 63 15 1,140 0 o 146 27 3

Giretrgia 523 122 15 161 17 11 576 97 2 139 28 3

Hawaii 1.422 37 3 0 0 0 567 4 1 277 0 8

Idaho 420 181 0 374 101 3 167 245 9 152 37 3

Illinois 671 84 0 193 59 14 0 0 o 97 47 5

Indiana 663 92 8 847 90 9 159 124 19 26 19 27

kmfta 1,159 49 0 167 9 0 0 0 0 271 1
54 1

Kansas 547 28 0 221 40 1 167 4 46 50 66 72

Kentucky 901 316 2 165 51 0 495 35 1 0 0 0

Louisiana 243 84 0 162 60 6 281 16 0 140 3 0

Maine 896 134 0 0 0 0 807 146 0 20 5 0

Maryland 635 33 16 183 33 12 318 31 3 107 23 26

Massachusetts 568 58 11 64 25 2 198 15 9 150 28 0

Michigan 1,050 56 38 156 27 14 217 25 0 148 27 9

Minnesota. 1.309 88 6 164 5 1 227 37 0 178 9 3

Mississippi 446 129 86 33 85 0 438 20 0 93 30 1

Mtnouri 703 81 0 126 10 4 406 20 0 164 26 6

Montana 317 109 10 668 109 2 0 0 0 285 67 0

Nebraska 498 58 38 251 36 18 6 0 0 80 106 0

Nevada 0 0 0 521 96 11 0 0 0 43 74 0

New Hampshirt" 837 104 4 225 10 0 0 0 0 132 so 5

New Jersey 524 79 5 159 20 0 130 40 0 162 67 10

New Mexico 877 62 10 960 19 0 811 103 0 191 11 0

New Vui k 588 136 51 701 56 43 132 00 22 89 26 5

North Carolina 1,251 94 0 329 60 10 593 13 0 129 14 2

NOf th Dakota 1,260 0 0 334 30 0 233 56 0 231 72 0

Ohio 444 63 1'... 207 23 2 1.864 127 0 78 45 2

Oklahoma 369 63 0 60 14 0 323 15 0 122 9 4

Oregon 1,105 73 10 386 49 33 752 91 0 278 44 10

Pennvevsnia 983 237 54 90 56 0 267 76; 0 198 22 . 19

Rhode Island 1,191 129 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 69 53 0
't

South Carolina 328 49 7 355 17 0 152 1 12 227 141 0

South Dakota 0 CS 0 637 28 0 308 0 0 0 0 0

Tennessee 400 86 32 318 92 2 151 14 0 124 29 7

Texas 420 72 3 234 66 2 0 0 0 96 45 5

Utah 1,71b 124 12 0 0 0 269 211 3 311 121 7

Vermont 1,509 1136 0 0 0 0 392 25 0 98 8 0

Virginia 892 67 4 75 26 2 276 36 3 223 1 0

Washington 2,007 102 25 208 54 3 409 34 0 162 28 11

West Virginia 418 121 0 194 18 0 266 41 0 124 13 0

Wisconsin 1,706 7 5 "/ 209 s 1 293 2 5 140 ."1 17

Wyoming 944 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 99 63 '12

U-6. Average 884 $ 94 $15 4 226 S 57 $13 $ M10 $ 47 $ 7 $119 $ 34 $ 7

317
,

t 311i



Table 84, continued

Hai lth Professional
Federal State Local

Other Profession&
Federal State Local

{ Tatel
Federal State LA

Alabama $ 0 $ 0 $ 0 $ 178 $ 16 $ 0 $ 562 $ 92 $
Alaska 0 0 0 98 2,648 0 157 4.212
Artiona
Arkansas

. 0
5.562

0
532

0
0

4..
0

351
0

15
0
0

360
519

39
58

California 13,277 2239 1,711 3 a 15 386 43

Colorado 14,011 0 0 642 29 7 720 53
Connecticut 12,639 219 0 120 20 6 311 35
Delaware 0 0 0 0 0 0 401 38
D.0 0 0 0 837 0 28 777 0
Florida 0 0 0 0 0 0 400 45

Georgia 2,935 1,374 0 992 58 26 456 89
Hawaii 0 0 0 0 0 0 888 20
Idaho 0 0 0 0 0 0 285 168
11 imor% 4,078 213 0 0 0 0 336 63
Indiana 0 0 0 103 109 8 541 90

lovvii 0 0 0 0 0 0 746 46
Kansas 10,297 0 1,115 0 0 0 439 36
Kenrac-ky 0 0 0 481 0 0 457 136
t nu isona 3,860 2.456 0 167 19 0 257 94
Maine 0 0 0 687 65 0 760 111

Maryland 5,048 179 0 1,130 29 23 504 34
Massxhusetts 0 0 0 187 20 22 224 30
Miciinwl 0 0 0 382 195 0 516 41
Minnesota 18,129 55 0 378 3 / .0 800 46
Mrssisswpr 9,174 682 0 1,038 0 0 515 74

Missour i 0 0 0 769 38 0 330 35
Montana 0 0 0 430 8 68 463 82
Nebraska 6,165 711 504 92 16 45 452 73
Nevada 0 0 0 0 0 0 312 86
New Hampshire 0 "". 0 0 179 0 101 530 66

New Jet wy 8,865 2,332 0 189 16 7 288 63
New Mt. xit.o 0 0 0 0 0 0 809 52
New Yor k 5.969 222 903 169 37 43 301 56
Nor ttr Car t)Irria 0 0 0 283 47 5 491 45
North Dakota 0 0 0 41 2 20 0 591 37

Ohio 0 0 0 14,144 0 0 .148 54
Oklahoma 4,508 290 11 312 1 2 326 36
Qregon 7,913 150 36 398 93 19 667 61
Pennsylvania 0 0 0 241 22 2 475 104
Rhode Island 0 0 0 159 91 4 679 102

5outh Carolina 5,609 8 0 109 251 0 380 84
South Dakota 0 0 0 526 19 1 526 24
Tennessee 6,867 1,362 167 0 0 0 452 97
tr.k.ss 9.912 1,664 288 307 44 4 351 76
Utah 0 0 0 0 0 0 1,135 142

Vermont 0 0 0 0 0 0 1,075 128
Virginia 0 0 0 369 59 174 423 33
Washington 0 0 0 0 0 0 744 50
West Virginia 0 0 0 112 50 10 284 0?
1 A I twoinin 0 0 0 0 0 0 687 4
Wyoming 0 0 0 0 0 0 593 26

U.S. Average $ 7.407 $ 648 8 374 5 361 $ 38 $ 14 $ 445 $ 62 $

349



Table. 6-5.--State and local- approprisittions, E&G revenues, and E&G expenditures per student, at public
"other profesional and specialized institutions," by category, FY76.

Specialized Eduastion Soecialized Specialised All Other

Schools ties" Schools Engineering Schools Specielited Schools
..

S&L E&G E&G S& L E&G E&G S&L E&G E&G S&L

APP. Rev. Exp. App. Rev. Exp. App. Rev. Exp. APP.
E&G
Rev.

E& L
Exp.

Alabama
Alaska
Arizons

$1,779
4,028

$2.550
7.904

-
$2,332

7,808
-

$ -

-

$ $ $ - $ S

Arkansas 1,486 2,353 2,317 14,622 28,564 23,012

California _ _ - 13,213 35,312 31.090 5.153 7,946 7,946 1,996 3,127 3,063

Colored° 1,487 2,507 2,507 18,388 40.948 31,128 1,991 4,973 5,052

Connecticut 1.275 2.007 1,662 40,311 66,773 51,698

Cle lenaire ._

D,C 3,424 4,530 4,446 -
F lor Ida

G*30 Ns. 1,679 2,923 2,982 12,868 19,760 14,486 2,388 . 5.402 5.401

Hawaii
Idaho
Illinois - 16.868 24,465 22,460

Indiana 2,197 3.412 3,245

lava - - - .
Kansas - - - 20,141 36,705 30,469

Kentucky 2,030 3,394 2,840
_ -

Louisiana 1.645 2.325 2,179 12,620 23,314 23,055 _ 847 1,020 783

Maine 1,492 3,157 3.067 _ _ ._ 2,411 4,191 3.866 1.223 2,542 2.315

Maryland 1,789 4,067 3,896 10,332 18,697 13,426 - -
Massachusetts 1,058 1,095 1486 51,331 61,833 51.159 3,649 4459 4172 1,375 1,733 1.733

Michigan - . - -- 2,286 4,078 3,985

Minnesota 1,629 2,660 2,68? _ 32,573 46,452
Mississippi 1.441 3,270 3,224 18,109 31,851 22,781 1

3:;11
A

172

351



Table 6.5, continued

Specialized Education
Schools

Specialized Specialized All Other
Health Schools Engineering Schools Specialized Schools

S&L E&G E&G S&L E&G E&G S&L E&G E&G S&L E&G E& L
App. Rev. Exp. App. Rev. Exp. App. Rev. Exp. APP. Rev.* Exp.

Missouri
Montana
Nebraska
Nevada
New Hampshire

New Jersey
New Mexico
New York
North Carolina
North Dakota

C.
anorna

Oregon
Pennsylvania
Rhone Island

South Carolina
South Dakota
Tennessee
Texas
Utah

Vermont
Virginia
Washington
Weit Virginia
Wisconsin
Wyoming

U.S. Average

2,012
1,765
1.659

856

1,101
-

2:388502

2,037

999
1,535
2,329
2,230

2,290
1,303

.
1,847

1,430

1,763

1,710

2,905
2,649
2,462

. .

2,400

2,002
-

3.849
2,791
3,014

1,613
2,977
3,512
3,239

3,430
2,958

3,404
-

2,918

2,212

2,816

2,907
2,651
2,463

2.317

1,995

3,798
2,722
2,789

1,505
2,852
3,533
3,260

3,333
2,898

2,856
-

2,825

2,134

2,704

17,604

40,918

18,722
-

28,331
8,448

20,592
5,846

20,754

8,836
18,030

16,488

30,791
-

60,098
-

32,129
-

81,059
15,482
33,578
37,429

_

28.558

21,513
29,938

a

29,656

-
24,841

-

42,849
-

23,643
_

-
60,558
15,543
23,949
37,354

_

24,147

20.289
24,559

-

-

24,485

3.666
2,561

2,756
-

4,843

-
2,080
4,137

1,864
-

5,959

2,657

64:105183

-

3,927

5,471

3,037
5,357_

3,585
-

7.239

4,807

5,886
4,616

3,802

5,855

3,057
5,357

_

3,626
-

6,072

-

4,740

304,76 387

-

2,634

_

3,789
7,116

3,477

3,751
7,116

3,418

353

173



Table B-6.Enrollment distribution. by category of hulependent institution, 197546

Alabama

mks
Doctoral

0%

)
..

Comprehensive

37%

GOMM'
Baccalaureate

44%

Tvro-Year

16% --

Health
Professional

'

Othor
Professior

0Alaska 0 0 62 38 0
76Arisona 0 0 21 3 0
35Arkansas 0 0 57 8 0
19California 26 35 16 2 3

Colorado 54 0 31 0 0 15
3Connecticut 23 59 12 4 a
0Oilaware 0 0 14 86 0
6D.C. 91 0 3 0 0

Florida 26 19 27 2 0 26

Georgia 24 3 57 11 0 6
Hawaii 0 0 78 0 0 22

0Idaho 0 0 24 76 0
Illinois 32 15 33 5 1 15
Indiana 18 24 39 4 0 14

Iowa 0 15 64 7 0 13
Kansas 0 0 84 13 0 3
Kentucky 0 4 66 9 0 21
Louisiana 45 19 28 0 0 7
Maine 0 0 65 3 0 32

Maryland 30 13 30 5 0 21
Massachusetts 39 23 16 10 0 12
Michigan 11 5 48 8 0 28
Minnesota 0 3 66 4 0 27
Wissiasippi 0 as 52 13 0 9

Missouri 30 0 40 3 0 27
Montana 0 0 100 0 0 0
Nebraska 0 37 56 3 0 5
Nevada 0 0 100 0 0 13

76New Hampshire 27 6 38 4 0

New Jersey 11 40 25 9 0 15
New Mek ico 0 0 98 0 o 2
New York 30 2? 23 6 0 19
North Carohna 18 9 57 14 0 2
North Dakota 0 0 69 24 0 8

Ohio 9 24 48 4 0 15
Oklahoma 0 40 43 14 0 4

0 39 37 3 0 21,,,,CroliOn
4IPanntelvanis 18 19 46 3 2 12
i Rho" Island 24 16 13 0 0 48

South Caroline 0 31, 52 14 0 4
, SOON Nkota 0 0 56 5 0 39

Tennessee 17 3 ss 4 2 15
Texas 28 27 31 2 1 11
Utah 89, 0 7 4 0 0

Vermont 0 33 38 12 0 1 7
Virginia 0 75 59 5 0 12
Washington 0 67 28 0 0 5

I- Vint Virginia 0 0 75 12 0 13
i Wisadeistes 33 0 44 2 2 18

Wyoming 0 0 0 0 0 0

U.S. Average 24 20 34 6 1 15

334



Table 6-7.Proportion of total headcount enrollment at independent institutions from out-of-state, 1975-76.
Firsttime end total out-of-state

First-Tima Students
from Out-of-State

Total Students
from Out-of-State

First-Time Students
from Out-of-State

Total &Wants
from Oot-of-Stato

Alabama 31% 35% Minourl 45 37
Alaska 23 40 Montana 44 40
A. one 6 21 Nebraska 47 46
A, i- ansas 37 41 Nevada 83 84
California 28 28 New Hampshire 10 67

Colorado i 64 58 iNew Jersey 23 39
Connecticut 40 34 New %mica 23 23
Delaware 83 50 New York 24 22
D.0 60 80 North Carolina 44 46
Florida 59 51 North Dakota 39 38
Georgia 39 46 Ohio 33 35
Hawaii 60 58 Oklahoma 37 33
Idaho 64 63 Oregon 55 50
Illinois 24 28 Pennsylvania 33 31
Indiana 44 47 Rhode Island 58 45
lowa 40 41 South Carolina 29 32 111.,

Kansas 45 42 South Dakota 55 52
Kentucky 39 35 Tennessee 54 58
Louisiana 49 41 Texas 30 28
Maine 54 61 Utah 63 .62
Maryland 40 30 Vermont 75 77
Massachusettk 42 41 Virginia 49 44
Michigan 23 24 Washington 38 32
Minnesota 34 35 , West Virginia 45 22
Mississippi 26 22 Wtsconain 42 37

Wyoming -

U.S. Average 38 36

35' ;



Table B-8.-FTE enrollment by category of Independent institution per 1,000 population, 1975-7(
Enrollment end Index

Major Garland Health Othr.er

Doctors! Comprehansive filecataUfelt0 Two-Year Prolusions! Protistio
Index Max Index tildes Indio It

Alabama
Alaska

0.0
0 0

1,6
0.0

2.1
1.1

69
36.

0.8
0.7

144
128

0.0
0.9 0

0.2
0.0

Arizona
Arkansas

0 0
0.0 0

0.0
0,0

0
0

0.4
2.4

14
78

0.1
0.3

11

69
0.0
0.0 0

1.5
1.4

1

1

California 1.6 74 2 2 122 1.0 32 0.1 23 0.2 343 1.2

Colorado 2 4 111 0.0 1.4 47 0.0 0.0 0.7
Coisnecticut
Delaware

3 0
64 1

138
0

7.9
0 0

437
0

1.6
2.2

51
26

0,5
0.2

90
948

0.0
0.0 0

0.3
4.0

D.0 0 0 2.924 0 0 0 0 8 71 5.0 31 0.0 0.0
Frorida 1 5 68 1 1 62 1.6 52 0.1 22 0.0 1.5 1

Georgia 1 3 61 0 2 10 3.2 106 0.6 116 0.0 0.3
Hawaii 0 0 0 0.0 0 1.8 60 0.0 0.0 0.5
Idaho 0.0 0.0 0 2.2 71 6.8 1.288 0.0 0.0
Ilhnois 3 2 144 1.5 83 3.3 107 0.5 94 0.1 185 1.5 1

Indiana 1 6 72 2 2 120 3.4 113 0.4 69 0.0 1.3

fovea 0 0 0 1.8 100 7.6 249 0.9 162 0.0 1.6 1

Kansas 0 0 0 0 0 0 4.4 144 0.7 125 0.0 0.2
Kentucky 0 0 0 0 2 12 3.3 109 0.4 80 0.0 1.0

Louisiana
Maine

2 1
0 0

96
0

0.9
0 0

50
0 .

1.3
5.4

43
177

0.0
0.3 54

0.0
0.0 0

0.3
2.6 1

Maryland 1 5 71 0 3 38 1 6 51 0.3 49 0.0 1.1

Massachusettt, 11 2 509 6 f 366 4.7 154 2.9 539 0 0 3.4

Michigan 0 6 28 0 : 14 2.7 88 0.5 86 0 0 1$ 1

Minnesota 0 0 0.. 16 5.7 188 0.4 67 0.0 2.3 1

Mississippi 0 0 0 9 52 1.9 61 0.5 86 0.0 0.3

Missour 3 3 149 0.0 4,3 140 61 0.0 3.0
Montana 0 0 0 0 0 3.2 105 0.0 0.0 0.0
Nebraska 0 0 2 8 156 4.3 142 0.2 40 0.0 0.4
Nevada 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.2 8 0.0 0.0 0.0
New Hampshire 4 9 223 1.1 60 6.9 227 0.7 125 0.0 0 4.7

New Jersey 0 8 36 2.8 155 1.7 57 117 0 0 0 1.1

New Mexico 0 0 0 0 0 2.4 80 0.0 0 0 0 0 0.1

New York 4 9 224 3 6 200 3 9 127 1.0 187 0.1 178 3.1

North Carohna 1 6 73 0 8 44 5.0 164 1.2 230 0.0 0 0.2
Noah Dakota 0 0 0.0 0 1.9 62 0 7 123 0.0 0 0.2

Ohio 0 7 34 1.8 102 3.8 123 0.1 55 0.0 1.1

-Oklahoma 0.0 2.6 146 2 8 93 0.9 169 0.0 0.3

°vegan 0.0 0 2.4 132 2.3 74 0.2 31 0.0
Pennsylvania 2.3 106 2.4 135 5.6 185 0.4 78 0.3 472 1.6

Rhoda Islam-1- 7.0 320 4,6 257 122 0.0 0.0 14.3 1,.t

St:80th Carolina 0.0 o 2.5 139 4.3 140 1.1 213 0.0 0.3
SOWN Dakota 0.0 0 0 o o 6.4 209 0.6 109 0.0 0 4.4
Tenness:se 1.6 74 0.3 18 5.4 177 0.4 78 0.2 348 1.4

Texas 1.6 72 1 5 84 1.8 68 0 1 22 0.1 119 0.6
Utah 19.5 891 0.0 0 1.6 52 0.9 173 0.0 0.0

Vermont 0.0 7.7 478 9 1 298 2.8 538 0.0 4.0

Virginias 0,0 1.3 73 3 1 103 0.2 47 0.0 0.6

Washington 0.0 4.0 221 1.6 53 0.0 0.0 0.3

West Virginia
-WtSeonsin

0.0
1 9

0
85

0.0
0.0

3.7
2.5

121
81

0.6
1.1

114
21

0.0
0.1 233

0.8
1.0

Wyoming 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

U.S. Average 6.0 2.3 3.2 0.9 0.1 1.7

Numbers irt parentheses are indexes with U.S. average 10

.4\



Table B-9.-State and local appropriations to independent institutions per capita, FY76.
Dollars and Index

gpf

Maitsr General Health Met
Doctoral Comprefoorthe Baccelaurute Two-Voar Professional Pressgang

Index Wax index Index Index Wax
'Alabama 6.0 0 S.34 294 $.32 298 5,14 507 50 0
Alaska .0 0 0 0 .35 309 .o .0 0
Arizona .0 o 0 0 .0 0 .o 0 .0 0 .0
Arkansas .0 0 .0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0
California .0 0 02 13 .0 4 .0 0 .o

Colorado .0 0 .o .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .o
Connect scut .C1 0 28 245 09 77 .0 .o 0 .03 18
Delaware 0 0 0 0 .0 0 .o .0 0 .0 0
MC, 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 .0 0 .o
Florid.' 50 166 0 0 0 .o .0 0 .0 2
Georgia 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 .0 0
Hawaii 0 0 0 0 0 .0 0 .0 0
Idaho .0 0 0 0 0 .o 0 .0 0 .0 0
Illinois 26 89 06 55 23 06 03 100 .18 147 .10 66
Indiana 0 0 0 0 08 69 0 0 .0 0 .01 5
Iowa () 0 .0 0 .26 172
Kansas 0 0 0 .0 .0 0 .0 0
Kentucky 0 0 0 .0 0 .0 0
Lou island 16 53 0 13 114 .0 0 0 0
Maine 0 0 0 .0 0 .03 19

Maryland 31 124 17 150 07 259 0 0 .12 71;
Massachuset t s (1 0 0 0 0 0 0 02 13
Michigan 13 44 0 07 66 0 0 0 06 38
MillriebOt a 0 (1 0 28 254 0 11 0 0 0 0

' Mississtpul 0 0 0 .0 .0 0 o 0
' Missour t 0 0 0 o o .o 0
Montana 0 0 0 0 .o o .o o
Nebraska 0 0 0 0 o 0 .o o

: Nevada 0 0 0 0 0 0 o 0 0 o 0
kite Hampshire 0 0 0 0 0 .o 0 o .0 0

i New Jersey 0 0 4 / 4 th 14 125 47 1,722 0 0 19 126
New Mexico 0 0 .0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 .0 0
New York 1 73 580 12 633 tio 536 03 122 16 135 77 509
North Carol ai.i 0 0 .'5 219 138 0 .0 0 .0 0
North Dak ota 0 0 0 0 0 0 .0 0
Ohio 47 158 .0 0 .04 38 .0 .0 0 .0 0
Oklahoma 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 .0 0 .0 0

0 19 168 .14 121 .01 41 .0 0 .02 15
AitztavIvania 1.35 454 26 229 .19 173 .04 144 74 022 .61 401
:Rhode Island .76 253 0 .0 0 U 0 ,0 0
_South Carolina 0 0 0 .0 0 '' .0 0
leuth Dakota .0 0 .0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0
;Tennessee 0 0 .0 0 .0, 0 .06 41
:Inas 0 0 o a 0 76 C29 33 216
Ugh 0 0 .o 0 0 0 .0 0
Vermont .0 0 .0 0 0 0 0 0
Virginia 0 0 02 15 .o o .19 122
tVerti i rIgtOn .0 o 0 0 .o 0 0 .0 0

AWN Virginia .0 0 0 0 .0 .0 0 .72 470
VAitionsin 0 0 o 0 94 496 0 0
'Wyoming .0 0 0 .0 0 .0 0

:iis. Average .64 .32 ,16 .09 .47 .21

35,q
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Table 8.10. continued

Missouri
Montane
Nebraska
Nevada
New Ham fish I IV

New Jersey
Now,. Mexico
New York
North Carolina
North Dakota

Ohio
Oklahoma
Oregon
Pennsylvan la
Rhode Island

South Carolina
South Dakota
Tennessee
Texas

1
Utah

Vermont
Virginia
Washington
West Virginia
Wisconsin

,' Wyoming

U.S. Average

Major General Health Other
Doctoral Comprehensive Baccalaureate Two-Year Professional Professional

0
o

0
0

0
0

0
0

0
o

0
0

0
o

0
o

0
0

0
o

0 0
o 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 o o v, 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 170 69 80 220 749 1.496 0 0 178 163
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

352 259 201 318 155 425 34 69 2,330 106 253 232
o
0

0
0

317
0

502
0

31
o

85
0

^ 0
0

0
0

0
o

0
0

0 0
0 0

639 470 0 0 11 31 0 1 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 80 127 61 166 68 137 0 0 19 17

551 428 107 170 35 94 95 189 2,901 132 368 355
108 79 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 o
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 o
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 46 42
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 11.649 529 507 465
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 o 0 0 0 0 0 o o o o
0 0 0 0 6 16 0 0 0 0 299 274
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1,111 1,018
0 0 0 0 0 0 o 0 4,309 196 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

136 63 37 I SO J 2.204 109

34 ,



1 01319 13 i i.-4Uitto dtikka IWO tils%sloUt knitat UI tglapUpiIISLIWto UI. IIiIaapassiatisste Iowan-wry sae we,

Percentiffle and dollars per student

....

Alabama
Alaska
Arizona
Arkansas
California

Colorado
Connecticut
Delaware
D.C.
Florida

Georgia
Hawaii
Idaho

- Illinois
Indiana

Iowa
Kansas
Kantucky
Louisiana
Maine

Maryland
Massachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota
Mississippi

Missouri
Montana
Nebraska
Nevada
New Hampshire

New Jersey
New Mexico
New York
North Carolina
North Dakota

Ohio
Oklahoma
Oregon

tinsalvania
'Rhode Island

South Carolina
jouth Dakota
l'ennessee
Tema
Utah

Vermont
Virginia
Washington
.Wass Virginia ,
..INISConsio
Wyoming

us. Mama

Maio Doctoral
State Local

0% $ 0 0% $0
0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0

100 332 0 0

0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0

100 84 0 0
0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0

100 76 0 0
0 0 0 0

100 240 0 0
0 0 0 0

100 216 0 0
0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0

100 351 0 1

0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0

100 639 0 0
0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0

100 581 0 0
100 108 0 0

0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0

100% $136 DS $O

Comprehensiva

State Local

100% $188 0%
0 .0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0

0 0 0
100 35 0

0 0 o
0 0 0
0 0 0

0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0

100 42 0
0 0 0

0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0

0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0

0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0

100 170 0
0 C 0

100 201 0
100 .117 0

0 0 0

0 0 0
0 0 0

100 SO 0
100 107 0

0 0 0

0 0 .0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0

0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0

100% $ 63 0%

$O
0
0
0
0

0
0
0
0
0

0
0
0
0
0

0
0
0
0
0

0
0
0
0
0

0
0
0
0
0

0
0
0
0
0

0
0
0
0
0

0
0
0
0
0

0
0
0
0
0
0

$O

General Baccalaureate

State Local

100% $153 0% $ 0
100 318 0 0

0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0

100, 16 0 0

0 0 0 0
100 56 0 0

o o o 0
0 0 0 0

100 0 0 0

0 0 0 0
0 0 0 C

0 0 0 C

100 71 0 C

100 23 0 0

0 0 0 C

0 0 0 C

0 0 0 C

39 38 61 SC
0 0 0 C

100 108 0 C

0 0 100 C

28 0 (
50 0 C

0 0 C

100 0 0 E

0 0 0 C.

0 0 0 C

0 0 0 C

0 0 0 (
100 80 0 (

0 0 0 C.

100 155 0 C

100 31 0 C.

0 0 0 C

99 11 1 C

0 0 0 C

100 61 0 L

100 35 0 i
0 0 0 (
0 0 0 C

0 0 0 L.

0 0 0 (
0 0 0 C

0 0 0 C

0 0 0 C

100 6 0 (

0 . 0 0 (
0 0 0 C.

0 0 0 C

0 0 0 c

99% $ 36 1% S C

361
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Table 0-12.-Tuition revenues per student at independent institutiohs, FY76.
Dollars per student and Index

Major
Doctoral

Gimmeval Nhadth Other

Comprehansive etemehmareste Two-Vur Profsssional Professional

Index Index Index Index Index Index

Alabama $ a 81.534 81 $1,495 07 51,225 81 $ 0 0 $1,203 58

Alaska 0 0 0 2,981 134 2,508 '186 0 0 0

Arizona 0 0 0 1,422 64 1,217 80 0 0 1,687 82

Arkansas 0 0 0 1,450 65 961 63 0 0 980 48

Conform() 3,596 116 2,898 114 2,465 111 1,467 97 2,881 104 2,159 105

Colorado 3,676 118 2,884 129 0 0 0 2,082 101

Connecticut 3,782 122 2,749 108 2,240 100 2,227 147 2,049 99

Delaware 0 0 0 0 2,047 92 1,565 103 0

D C 2.732 88 0 0 1,563 70 1,569 104 0 0 1.764 86

3,318 107 2,397 95 2,408 108 1,799 119 0 1,234 GO

Georgia 2.732 as 2,287 90 1,802 61 1,240 82 0 1,840 89

0 0 1,724 77 0 0 0 1,581 76

Idaho o 0 1,848 83 626 41 . 0 0

ilfnols 3,305 106 2,293 90 2,494 112 1,930 127 3,046 110 1,913 93

1 Mt.( na 2,964 95 2,097 83 2,188 98 1,001 66 1,825 89

Iowa 0 2898 114 2,368 106 1,436 95 2,249 109

Kansas 0 0 0 1,766 79 1,293 85 833 40

Kentut-ky 0 1,742 69 1,480 66 1,062 70 1,059 51

L ouisiana 2.917 94 2,104 83 1,690 76 827 40

Maine o 3,189 143 1,243 82 2,457 119

Mar y land 3.027 97 7,015 79 2,500 112 1,360 90 2,295 111

M.ISs.14-nuSet s 3,451 111 , 2,382 94 2,823 127 1,992 131 2,578 125

Michigan 2,381 T/ 2,7th 107 2,1369 93 1,333 88 1,9 97

Minnesota 2,272 90 2.508 112 1,821 120 0 1,593 77

Mississippi 1,273 50 1,644 74 1,001 66 o 1,146 56

Missouri 2,866 92 1,847 83 1,631 2,012 88

Montana o 1,592 71

Nebr aska 2,689 106 1,822 82 1,133 75 1,278 62

Nevada 1,325 59 0

New Hampshire 4,454 143 1,574 62 2,531 118 1,640 108 1,745 85

New Jersry 3.875 125 2,/32 108 2,169 97 985 65 3,543 172

New Mexico 0 0 1,/84 80 0 t 0 760 31

New York 3,524 113 2,959 117 2,502 112 1,845 122 3,545 128 2,720 132

Nor th Car ot 2,148 88 2,379 94 1,812 81 1,346 89 524 25

North 1...lakorn 1,576 71 965 84
992 dB

Ohio 2,143 88 2,547 100 2,580 116 1,170 77 1,526 74

Oklahoma 0 1,621 64 1,374 62 871 58 0 1,009 53

Oregon 0 2.734 108 2,312 104 1,260 83 1,465 71

Pennsylvanla 3,542 114 2,645 104 2,402 108. 1,843 122 2,756 99 2,134 104

Rhode Island 3,642 117 2,061 81 2,151 96 0 0 0 1,527 74

South Carolina 0 1,555 61 1,807 61 1,124 74 0 0 1,131 55

South Dakota 0 0 1,952 88 1,683 111 o 0 1,867 90

Tennesafe 3,017 97 2,074 82 1,792 80 985 65 2,065 74 1,707 83

Texas 2,025 1,907 7r3 1,614 ' 72 957 63 1,105 40 1,133 65

Utah 771 25 1,300 58 1,175 78

Vermont 2,649 104 3,573 160 2,331 154 3,108 151

2,513 99 2,245 101 1,764 116 1,686 82

Washinwon 2,391 94 2.430 109 0 1,377 67

West Virrn 2,088 94 816 54 1,885 91

Wtctes ri 2,452 29 2,431 109 1,629 108 3,195 115' 1,890 92

Wyoming 0 0 0 0 0

U.S. Average 3,112 2,537 2,231 4 1,518 2,775 2,083



Table B-13. Government grants and contracts per student at independent institutions, FY76.
Dollars per student and Index

Major
Doctoral

We'.
Alabama $ 0 0
Alaska 0 0
Arizona 0 0
Arkansas 0 0
California 5,191 178

Colorado 1,362 47
Connecticut 6,193 213
Delaware 0 0
0 .0 1,320 45
F kn Ida 3,074 106

Georgia 2,872 99
Hawaii 0 0
Idaho 0 0
Pima's 2,656 91
Indiana 784 2 i

101Nri 0 0
Kcil/SJS 0 0
Kt'lltlit kv 0 (1

1. OUI$Itind 2,944 101
KUM' 0 0

Maryland 9,800 336
MassaLhu set I s 3,082 1(6
WO) 'ton )7(.; 34
Minnesota 0 0
Mississippi 0 0

Missouri 3,345 115
NItmtand 0 0
Nebraska 0 0
Nevada 0 0
New Hattipt.li,e 2,198 75

New Jersey 4,395
New Mr7(,( u 0
Nerv Yor k 3,633
Nor th Calf olirld 4,406
North Dakota 0

Ohio
Oklahoma
Oregon
Pennsy Ivan la
Rhode Island

South Carolina
South Dakota
'Tennessee
Texas
Utah

Vtri'llunt
Vi qinia
Washington
West Virginia
Wc onsin

3,61 /
0
0

2,958
1,744

151

125

124

102
60

0 0
0 0

3,19 / 110
419 16

0 0

0 0
0 0
0 0
0

560 19
0

Comprehensive
index

l $1.15? 319
0 0
0 0
0 0

253 70

0 0
317 87

0 0
0 0

147 41

1,811 500
0 0
0 0

244 61
29 81

663 180
119 33
425 117
304 84
146 40

33 9
0

1,3:1 365
479 132

67 19
485 134
238 66

0 0
0 0
0 0

422 117 229 81
0 0 241 85

7 /1 /5 748 81
210 58 1 509 179

0 0 I 210 74
I

450 124 201 71

304 84 181 84
109 30 737 83
727 210 282 99
152 42 1,068 375

0 0 114 40
0 0 591 208

1,042 288 165 58
0 0 32 11

54 15 120 47

General
Baccalaureate

index
$ 952 335

438 154

107 38
258 91
122 43
830 92
330 116

687 242
188 66
162 57
193 68
239 84

U.S. Averapo 2,914 302 284

0 0
322 113
186 65

223 61 353 124
0 0 922 374

364 100 139 49
1,935 534 552 194

0 0 1,328 467

234 82
158 55
509 179
214 75
140 49

559 196
468 165

114
551 193
28l 98

121
256
153
249
195

0

43
90
54

69
0

Two.Year
index

$ 350 183
779 394

2,630 1,333
144 73
526 266

0
168 85
25 13
58 29

0 0

62 31
0 0
0 0

453 229
13 7

95 48
216 110

1,025 519
0

0 0

680 345
130 56
154 78
485 246

1,517 769

2 7
0 0

13

0 0
63 32

149 76
0 0

161 81
240 1'22

0 0

21 11

224 114
1,152 584

78 40
0 0

95 48
379 192
287 145
129 66

19 9

357 181
71 10
0 0
0 0

43 22
0 0

197

Health
Professional

index
$ 0 0

0 0

o 0
0 17

1,202 13

0 0
0 0
0 0
o 0

0 0

0 0

0 0
0 0

5,916 65
0 0

0 0

0 0
0 0
0 0
0 0

0

0 0
0
o 0

0

0 0
0 0

19 ( 31 208

0 0
0 0
0 0

6,837 75

0 0
0 0

15 '37 172
29,868 324

0 0
0 0
0 0
0 0

23,276 254

9,166

Other
Professional

index
4 197 52

0 0
3 1

. 117 31
148 39

361 95
159 42

I) o

51 13
123 32

345 91
435 114

0 0
150 39
293 77

548 144
0

1,006 264

345 91

0 0
184 48

12
337 89

249 65
213 56
109 29
346 91
862 226

401 106
0 0
0 0
0 0

157 40

39 10
205 54
5,34 140
380 100

83 22

0 0
0 0

736 193
222 58

67 18
954 251
170 45
570 139
148 39

241
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Table B-14.Government grants and contracts per student by source (Federal, state and local) at independent institutions, FY76.
Dollars per student.

Major Doctoral Comprehentive General Baccalaureate Two-Year

Federal State Local Federal State Local Federal State Local Federal State Local

$ 12 $ 0
0 0
0 0
O 0

8 30

0 0
112 0

O '
0 0
O 0

10 0
0 0
0 0

414 21

O 13

0 0
0 0

1 1 0
0 0
0 0

O 0
1 0

15 6
120 0
87 0

0 0

0 0
U 0
O 0
0 0

Alabama
Alaska

$ 0
0

$ 0
0

$ 0
0

$1,072
0

$ 78
0

$ 7
0

$ 949
438

$ 3
0

$ 0
0

$ 348
778

Arizona 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2630
Arkansas 0 0 0 0 0 0 322 0 0 144

California 5,141 3 48 215 38 0 154 24 8 488

Colorado 1,313 42 7 0 0 0 107 0 0 0

Connec ticut 5,837 356 0 245 86 6 177 81 0 56

Delaware 0 0 0 0 0 0 122 0 0 17

D.C. 1,313 4 4 0 0 0 830 0 0 58

Florida 2,683 118 273 129 5 12 302 29 0 0

Georgia 2,800 72 0 1,811 0 0 642 33 12 52

Hawaii 0 0 0 0 0 0 186 3 0 0

Idaho 0 0 0 0 0 0 162 0 0 0

Iiiinrsis 2,548 105 3 165 78 1 121 63 8 18

Indiana 675 109 0 120 168 4 175 64 0 0

Iowa 0 0 0 281 142 0 205 24 0 95
K ansas 0 0 0 0 0 0 241 0 0 216

Kentucky 0 0 0 156 1th 0 238 9 0 1.007
Louisiana 0 2,944 0 207 4 0 508 1 0 0

Mame 0 0 0 0 0 0 178 24 8 0

Maryland 9,510 250 39 134 316 0 114 8 7 0 680
Massactiuwtts 3,005 52 25 286 11 1 176 2 3 129

Michigan 599 366 11 68 34 8 196 11 29 133

Minnesota 0 0 0 575 152 0 212 70 0 365
Mississippi 0 0 0 118 34 0 1,068 0 0

Missouri 3,316 26 3 0 0 0 99 15 0

Montana
Nebraska

0
0

0
0

0
0

0
1,042

0
0

0
0

591
163

0
0

0
2

Nevada 0 0 0 0 0 0 32 0 0

New 1-lamp..i .re 2,158 18 22 53 1 0 120 0 0

New Jersey 4,296 99 0 .174 49 0 198 151 4 75

Neve Mexico 0 0 0 o o o 906 15 1 0

New York 2,767 127 748 328 31 5 108 74 6 146

North Carolina
North Dakota

4,236
0

160
0

10
0

1,453
0

482
0

0
0 1

419
1,312

129
17

3

0
92

0

Ohio 3,509 84 14 630 14 9 210 23 .-1 11

OHshorna o o o 112 a 0 158 0 o 144

Oregon 0 0 0 366 64 0 376 133 0 526
Pennsylvania 2,754 154 50 , 202 91 10 140 72 2 30
Rhode Island 1,738 5 0 ' 145 1 0 132 9 0 0

South Carolina 0 o o 31 2 o 500 58 0 95
South Dakota 0 0 0 o o o 378 90 0 379
Tennessee 3,197 0 o 1,321 0 ,0 323 1 0 285
Texas 473 3 7 444 23 12 534 6 10 129
Utah 0 0 0 0 0 0 27 7 0 2 19

Vermont 13 0
_

0 67 0 0 121 0 0 317
Virginia c 0 . 0 485 0 o 248 5 3 21

Washington 0 0' 0 .225 13 0 153 0 o o

West Virginia o o 0 0 0 0 246 3 0 o
Wisconsin 396 164 1 0 0 0 187 4 5 43
Wyoming 0 0 0 0 0 o o o o 0

U.S. Arnerege $2,621° $ 131 $ 162 $ 309 $ 48 $ 4 $ 244 $ 37 $ 4 $ 148

184

50 24
O 0

15 o
148 0

O 0

10 0

0 80
100 526
44 5
o 0

0

0

40 0

, 0 0
O o

0 0
0 0
0 0

$ 42 $ 7

3 7,,



Table 8-14, continued

Health Profenional

Federal State Local

Other Professional

Federal State Local

. Total

Federal State Lona

Alabama $ 0 $ 0 $ 0 $197 $ 0 $ 0 $ 875 $ 32 $ '
Alaska 0 0 0 0 0 0. 567 0 d

Arizona 0 0 0 3 0 0 75 0 d

Arkansas 0 0 0 117 0 0 236 0 f

California 1,202 0 0 145 3 0 1,498 18 1.

Colorado 0 0 0 360 1 0 794 23

Connecticut 0 0 0 138 22 0 1,504 134

Ciglaware C 0 0 0 0 0 32 0

D.0 0 0 0 51 0 0 1,224 3

Fiorillo 0 0 0 106 17 1 818 43 7

Georgia 0 0 0 277 31 38 1,101 39

Hayden 0 0 0 435 0 0 239 7

Idaho 0 0 0 0 0 0 39 0

Ilhnois 4,314 1,518 85 136 14 0 936 103

Indiana 0 0 0 164 128 0 243 104

Iowa, 0 0 0 345 0 0 227 37

Kansas 0 0 0 0 0 0 230 0

Kentucky 0 0 0 180 4 0 288 13

LOW$land 0 0 0 45 0 0 186 1,330

Maine. () 0 0 303 34 0 212 26

Maryland 0 0 0 103 86 GO 2,979 162 ,..L

Massachusetts 0 0 0 207 5 1 1,301 24 1

Michigan 0 0 0 106 3 205 50 1

Minnesota 0 0 0 190 156 vist 224 98

Mississippi 0 0 0 862 0 0 846 PO

Missouri 0 0 0 351 51 0 1,138 78

Weltana 0 0 0 0 0 0 591 0

Nebraska 0 0 0 0 0 0 472 0

Nevada 0 0 0 0 0 0 32 0

New Harnosh, r t: 0 0 0 152 0 0 668 5

New Jerst'v 0 0 0 475 13 0 686 84

New Mexico 0 0 0 0 0 0 884 15

New York A' 1,507 1,386 138 500 58 449 1,093 68 30

North Carolina 0 0 C. 0 0 0 1,148 166

North Dakota 0 0 0 0 0 900 11

Ohio 0 0 0 31 8 0 588 .25

Oklahoma. 0 0 0 205 0 0 140 3 1

Oregon 0 0 0 332 45 156 365 87 4

Pennsylva.tia 5,132 1,049 656 333 43 3 754 106 2

Rhode Island 0 0 0 72 11 0 485 8

Saud-. Ca-ohrta
South Dskota

0
0

0 .. 0
0

i.., 0
0

0
0

0
0

283
230

30
51

Tennessee 14,408 1,330i 0 568 162 7 1,177 -,_ 51

Texas 29,532 122 214 187 0 34 772 1 1 1

Utah 0 0 0 0 0 % 0 21 0

Vermont 0 0 0 59 8 0 117 6

Virginia 0 0 0 820 134 0 363 18

Wosthington 0 0 0 167 1 1 202 .-.. 9
West Virginia 0 0 0 578 0 0 253 2

Wisconsin 16,153 0 7,122 146 2 0 604 57 If
Wyoming 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

U.S. Average $ 7,921 $ 874 $ 571 $257 8 35 $ 88 $ 877 $ $6 $

3
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Table B-15.-Private gifts, grants, contracts and endowment income per student at independent institutions, FY76.

Dollars per student and Index

Major General . Health Other

Doctoral Comprehensive Baccalaureate, Two-Year Professional Professional

Wee Wee Index InekLe Index Index

Alabama
Alaska

$ 0
0

0

0
$ 743

0
163

0
$ 930

448
127
61

$ 402
891

103
229

$ 0
0

0
0

$1.068
o

136
0

Ar izona .or o o 0 0 526 72 3,455 888 0 0 131 17

Arkansas o 0 0 0 829 113 875 225 0 0 886 113

California 1,921 99 411 85 1,004 137 395 102 2,292 56 564 72

Colorado 551 28 0 0 763 104 0 0 o o 1,579 201

Connecticut
Delaware

4,919
- 0

254
0

580
o

120
0

153
124

21

17

172
115

44
30

o

o

o

0.

2,878
o

367
o

D.C. 567 29 0 0 516 71 896 230 o o 635 81

Florida " 992 51 431 t\ 89 611 84 1,010 260 o o 296 38

Georgia 2,439 126 3,524 727 1,106, 151 770 198 o 0 1,607 204

Hawaii 0 0 o 0 260 36 o 0 0 o 489 67

Idaho 0 0 o o 903 123 1,048 269 0 0 o o

Illinois
.0-

1,852 96 197 41 648 80 287 74 5,600 , 139 1,031 121

Indiana .....-'-''' 966 50 528 109 1,010 138 125 32 0 .. 0 809 103

Iowa 0, o 371 77 730 100 460 118 0 0 451 58

Kansas 0 o 0 o 1,017 139 834 215 0 0 2,782 355
.,/

Kentucsirtil o 0 764 158 1,205 165 1,817 467 0 0 1,552 198

Louis, a 293 15 323 67 1,134 155 o 0 0 0 1,579 201

Maine o 0 0 0 1,402 192 o 0 0 0 179 23

Maryland 6,089 314 156 '32 1,129 154 106 27 0 0 445 57

Meuachusetts 2,687 139 371 77 1,043 143 123 32 o 0 594 76

Michigan 368 19 849 175 723 99 , 371 95 0 0 1,457 186

Minnesota 0 o 631 130 778 106 752 193 Q 0 957 122

Mississipp i o o 485 100 844 115 1,404 361 0 o 2.071 264

Missouri 1,585 87 0 0 671 92 1,083 278 0 0 725 92

Montana o o o' o 496 68 o 0 0 0 0 0

Nebraska 0 0 757 155 919 126 1,016 261 0 0 902 115

Nevada 0 o 0 0 681 93 o 0 o 0 o o

New Hampshire 3,478 179 43 9 316 43 85 22 0 0 12 2

New Jersey 5,236 270 203 42 256 35 94 24 o 0 1,110 141

New Max ico 0 0 0 0 206 28 o o o o 3,163 403

New Voi k 2,180 113 389 80 485 66 143 37 7,723 1_10 785 100

North Carolina 2,839 147 2,132 440 630 86 590 152 0 0 1,572 200

North Dakota 0 0 0 0 964 132 301 78 o o 1,325 169

Ohio 2,340 121 72? 149 672 92 84 22 0 0 852 109

Oklahoma o o 56: 116 1,416 194 341 88 13 0 1,656 211

Oregon 0 0 428 88 981 131 489 120 , o 0 916 124

Pennsylvania 1,901 98 '4,7 39 577 72 276 71 1 ,998 49 737 94

Rhode Island 1,611 83 346 71 1130 25 o o o o 137 18

South Coro4ina 0 o 939 194 552 76 288 74 o o 872 111

South Dakota o 0 o 0 575 79 1,168 300 0 o 132 17

TV7nessee 1,882 97 . 1,047 216 742 101 692 178 5,289 130 679 87

Texas 1,582 82 1,015 210 959 131 1,211 311 10,875 267 659 84

Utah , 1,192 62 o c 1,255 172 2 1 0 0 o o

VermlInt 0 o 98 20 642 88 100 26 0 o 332 42

Virginia o o 1,280 264 994 136 529 136 0 0 2 212 282

Washinfon 0 0 301 62 474 65 o 0 o o 581 74

West Virginia o 0 o o 575 79 - 250 04 o o 735 94

Wisconsin 358 19 0 0 792 106 1,058 212 5,200 128 1,790 228

Wyoming 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 o o o o

US. Average 1,939 I 464 732 I 389 4,069 795

3



Table B-16.--Other E&G revenues per student at independent institutions, FY76.
Dollars per student and Index,

Major Gent:rat Health Other
Doctoral Comprehensive Baccalaureate Two-Year Professional Professional

Index Index index Index Index Index
Alabama $ 0 0 S 132 67 5 291 145 S 145 104 $ 0 0 $ 73 33
Alaska 0 0 0 0 523 701 2,777 1993, o 0 0 0
Arizona 0 0 0 0 243 121 115 83 0 0 31 14

Arks, Qs 0 0 0 0 265 132 345 248 0 0 509 231
Cwitori lia 937 115 197 100 156 78 207 148 1,150 29 170 77

Colorado 93 11 0 0 482 241 0 0 217 98
Connecticut 3,600 443 150 76 101 50 83 59 0 0 333 151

Delaware 0 0 0 0 12 6 188 135 0 0 0 0
D.C. 1,C49 203 0 0 10,388 5,180 0 0 85 39
Honda 89 11 182 93 186 93 1 79 128 0 0 99 45

Georgia 1,033 121 162 82 144 72 149 107 0 0 96 43
Hawaii 0 0 0 0 166 83 0 I 0 0 0 25 11

Idaho 0 0 0 0 86 43 86 62 0
Illinois 960 118 48 24 184 92 93 67 1 718 28 213 96
Indiana 405 50 194 99 183 91 7 5 0 0 201 91

lovva 0 0 76 39 158 79 132 95 580 263
Kansas 0 0 0 0 207 104 196 141 649 294
Kentucky 0 0 79 40 185 92 152 109 117 53
Louto4iana 494 61 638 324 336 168 0 0 0 132 60
Mairw 0 0 0 0 734 11 / 120 86 0 181 82

Maryland 1997 213 44 22 1 15 87 105 /6 113 78
Massachusetts 384 4 / 141 72 173 86 101 13 22E.1 102
Michigan 207 261 166 84 180 00 93 67 0 0 110 50
Minnesota 0 0 109 55 131 65 296 212 0 180 8
Mississrotal 0 0 90 46 88 44 159 114 233 106

Missouri 2,531 311 0 0 138 58 229 1Cib 0 0 288 131

Montana 0 0 0 0 40 20 0 0 0 0 0 0
Nebraska 0 0 185 399 118 59 81 58 U 0 96 , 43
Nevada 0 0 0 0 69 34 0 0 0 0
Neva Hampshire 1.418 114 165 84 1 /8 89 .-- 24 1 7 0 0 23 10

'New Jerst.y 164 94 206 105 128 64 58 41 0 0 310 141

New Mexico 0 0 0 0 66 33 0 0 0 0 24 11

New York 390 48 134 68 168 84 114 82 18,743 308 213 96
North Carolina 1,245 153 2,12G 1 386 1 79 89 104 0 0 223 101

North Dako*a 0 0 0 0 179 89 268 193 0 0 107 49

Ohio 946 116 121 61 204 102 229 165 0 0 191 86
Oklahoma 0 0 673 342 136 68 389 279 0 0 160 72
Oregon 91 46 176 88 681 489 0 0 143 65
Pennsylvan,a 1,048 129 126 64 174 87 204 146 2,511 4 1 447 '203
Rhode Is and 308 38 33 17 164 8? 0 (3 0 0 62 28

South Carolina 0 90 46 249 174 124 89 0 0 85 39
South Dakota 0 , 0 0 199 99 376 7 /0 0 62 28
Tennflsee 859 106 112 67 123 62 127 92 5,284 87 374 169
Texas 345 42 208 106 150 /5 1 20 86 20,131 331 289 131

87 11 0 235 11 7 7 5 0 0 0

Vermont 0 0 86 44 793 146 80 58 0 0 155 70
Virginia 0 0 216 110 264 127 232 167 0 0 351 159
Washington 0 0 137 70 144 72 0 0 0 96 44
West Virginia 0 0 0 209 104 17 12 0 551 250
Wisconsin 278 34 0 178 89. 317 278 17,211 283 463 210
Wyoming 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

U.S. Average 814 197 201 139 6,089 221

3 64" 187



Table B-17.-Total E&G revenues per student at independent institutions, FY76.
Dollars per student and Index

Major
Doctoral

Index
Comprehensive

Index

General
Saecateureate Two-Yur

Index Index

Health
Profession&

Index

Other .

Professional
Index

AI atlani.3 $ 0 0 $3,154 103 $ 3,821 110 $2,312 101 $ Oft 0 $2,541 71

Alaskd 0 0 0 0 4,705 135 6,954 304 0 0 0 0

At 00,0141 0 0 0 0 7,191 63 7,418 374 0 0 1,852 52

Arkons 0 0 0 0 2,866 52 7,325 102 0 0 2,492 /0

C.:10100mi 11,645 131 t 3,759 103 3,827 110 2,608 114 8,132 34 3,041 86
1

Color:J(3u
e 00ConnutT

5,687
18,495

04
20H 1

0
3,831

0
105

4,236
2 808

122
81

0
7,650

0
116

0
p

0
o

4,740
5,499

119
155

1./e014.4.« CI 0 0 (1 2,305 66 1,897 83 (4 0 0 0

I) C 6,269 /0 0 0 13,798 382 2,523 110 (1 0 2,536 11

F (of ,(710 1,806 88 3,15 / 8 1 3,536 102 2,986 130 0 (1 1, /54 49
.

cieur q0a 9,0 76 102 7,784 214 3,130 107 2,220 07 (1 0 3,883 10f)

Hordio, 0 0 0 0 2,338 61 0 0 0 0 7,509 71

Idaho 0 0 0 0 7,997 85 1,760 7/ r () 0 0 0

1110101s 11,856 99 2 $24 78 3,589 103 2 818 173
')'I 18,038 /4 3,373 95

In(10003 5,119 57 3,113 85 3,643 105 1,146 50 i . 0 0 3,135 88

Iowa 4) I) 3,16 7 103 3,485 100 122 93 0 0 3,793 107

Kankas 0 0 0 0 3 231 93 2,539 111 0 0 4,265 120

Ke0tuckv t) 0 2,800 18 3,1 17 90 1 11 0 0 2,917 82

l oul}r,10, U.174 75 3.216 90 3, /66 '98 0 0 0 0 7,584 73

Ikljtno,

fV1;. 0,n10

0

,1 ,049

0

231)

0

2,I.;05

(I

Li

5,035

4, 14

1," 1 363

110 2,519

60

110

(1

0

l)

0

3,165

.4 769

89

9;7

hol.e.s..cfluwtts 9.604 108 3,19 7 HH 4,220 121 '2,345 102 0 0 .1,616 10 )

1Vht Hogan 4 1 '4 4 / 3,84 0 105 1 3,237 Ti 1,957 85 4) u 3,113 104

4V1ermesold (1 0 3,739 103 3,748 108 3,354 147 0 0 3,0 7/ 8 /

ftlississlopt 0 0 2,000 55 3,644 - 105 4,081 1 78 0 (1 4,311 171

Mi:.sour , 111 ',)), 11C 0 0 .2,1138 79 .',99 / 131 0 I) 3,47/ 96

Mur,tdr,o 0 0 0 0 :2 719 /13 0 0 0 LI 11. ft

Nebraska 0 1) 5,269 145 3,025 8 / 7,243 944 0. 0 2,216 64

Ncada U 0 0 (/ 2,10 7 61 0 11 f) 0 0 0

NrAt fla(TV.,t,!t 1 1,54'1 150 1,8 0 ',I I .744 '4.4 1 ,H1;! :9 0 (1 1 ,),11 54

New .1ersev 14 ) /1 14)0 :4,534 91 2,98 1 FIG I 2.0105 89 0 t; 5,689 160

Nvw (1000( 0 0 0 0 (1 2,9 / 1 85 t) 0 0 3,94 / 114

N0... York 10 078 111 4,046 111 3,450 99 i 2,29 1 100 01,,4 / , 711 4,9 77 140

Nor th Cdrohn,, 11,238 126 0.490 '260 3,P2O3 92 2.780 100 0 0 32i) 43!)

North Oaknta U 0 0 0 4,04 / 116 1,535 6/ 0 i 0 \2,424 68

Othu 10,284 115 4,044 111 3,701 106 1,504 (iti 0 0 2,60 7 /3

Oklahoma 0 0 2,976 82 3,084 89 1,825 so 0 0 3,110 8 7

Of egon 0 0 3,758 103 4,019 115 3,630 158 0 LI 3,137 88
Pennwfwania 10,031 113 3,369 93 3,351 96 2,495 109 11 ,00 2 10 4,086 115

fillode Wand 7,413 83 2,58 7 71 2,635 76 0 0 0 0 1,809 51

South Carohna 0 0 2,617 72 3,165 91 1,631 71 () 0 2,087 59

So0th Claknld 4) 0 0 0 3.195 92 3,504 15/ 0 0 2,050 514

Tennessee 8,055 10 i 4,614 126 2,981 86 23091 91 28,315 111 3,542 100
rt-Ouis 4,431 00 3,610 9(.-1 3,773 94 2,418 106 73,629 303 2,810 '79

00th 2,050 23 0 0 3,069 HH 1.703 53 0 0 0 0

liwmont 0 0 I 2,900 80 4,6 29 1 3' I 7.868 175 0 4) 3,667 Iyi,
V4rginia 0 0 4,495 123 3,755 108 2,546 111 a o 5,501 155
Wasit ingt or, 0 0 3,067 64 3,202 92 0 0 0 0 22,240 63
West V t,tund o o 0 0 1,120 (10 1 0 8 3 4 / 0 0 4 810 135

Wkconsr; 3,649 4 1 0 0 3,598 103 3,04 7 133 53,190 219 4,791 121

Wyomul.4 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

U.S. Average 0,013 3,644 3,484 I 2,291 24,303 3,558

188 .

;



pale B-18.--State and local appropriation proportion of total E&G revenues at independent institutions, Fr
Percentage and Index

Major
DoCtOrld

Maim
Comprehensive

Index

General
Baccalaureats

lade*
Ttko-Year

Indax

Health
Professional

Index
Alabama 0% 0 5% 290 4% 382 8% 358 0% 0
Alaska 0 0 0 0 7 640 0 0 0 0
Aniona 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Arkansas 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
CaliOrnia 0 0 0 0 0 40 0 22 0 0
Colorado 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Coonmt scut 0 0 1 54 2 188 0 0
Defavvarr, 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
D.C. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Florida 4 279 0 0 0 1 0 0 0
Georgia 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Hawaii 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Idaho
Illinois

0
1

0
62

0
2

0
87

0
2

0
189

1 0
I

2

0
88

0
10

0
108

Indiana 0 0 0 0 1 59 0 0 0 0

Iowa U 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Kansas U 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Kentucky 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Louisiana 1 74 0 0 3 749 0 0 0 0
Maim: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Maryland 1 /5 0 0 3 251 11 487 0 0
Massachusvtrs 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mich iion '.. 342 0 0 1 82 0 3 0 0
Minnesota 0 0 0 0 1 126 0 14 0 0
Mississippi 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

MI qr 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 o 0 0
MO ill d 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Nebraska 0 0 0 0 o 0 o 0 0
Nrearer 0 0 0 0

.,(e)' u o o 0 0 0
New Fiampsh ..., 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

New Jer sey 0 0 5 278 3 256 37 1,685 0 0
New Mexico o 0 0 0 f) 0 0 0 0 0
New `fork "I 229 5 287 5 429 1 68 5 50
North Caroi in a 0 0 3 193 1 92 0 0 0 0
North Dakota 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Ohre 6 407 0 0 0 29 0 1 0 0
Oklahoma 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Oregon 0 0 2 124 2 144 2 86 0
Pennsylaan;a 6 380 3 184 1 98 4 174 17 188
Rhoda Island 1 95 0 0 0 0 0 0

South Carolina 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
South Dakota 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Tennessee 0 0 0 0 0 0 NZ) 0 0 0
Texas 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 16 1 /5
Utah 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 t) 0

Vermont 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
VirgMla 0 0 0 0 0 14 0 0 0

- WashIngion 0 0 0 0 0 0 , 0 i 0 0
West VirgInia 0 0 0 0 o 0 0 0 0 0
Wisconsin 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 8 89
Wyoming 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

,U.S. Av.r5 2 2 1 1 2 9

3 7 6

Other
Professional

Indio
0% 0
O 0
O 0

O 0

O 0
1 47
O 0
O 0
O 4

0
O 0

0
2 65
0

4 144
0 0
O 0
0 0
0 12

3 107
0 5
1 33

O 0
0 0

0 0
0 0
O 0
O 0
0 0

3 102
O 0
5 166
O 0.

I 0 . 0
i

0
0

19
9 309
0

0
0
1 42

18 589
O 0

0 0
i 5 177

1, .11b 0
23 753

0 0
0 0

13



Table 13-19.Tuition proportion of total E&G revenues at independent institutor* FY76.
Percrtage and.index

Major
Doctoral Comprehensive

Index Index

General Hulth Other
Baccalaureate Two-Year Professional Professional

Index index Indft Index

Alatpama 0% 0 41% 59 39% 61 53% 80 0% 0 47% 82
Alaska 0 .. o o 0 63 99 36 55 0 0 0 0
Arizona 0 o o 0 65 101 16 25 0 0 91 157 ,

Arkansas 0 0 13 0 51 79 41 63 0 0 39 68
California 31 89 77 it I 5 I 101 56 85 35 310 71 123

Colorado 65 185 0 0 68 106 0 0 0 0 49 85
Conn ecticut 20 59 72 103 80 125 84 127 0 0 37 64
Delaware 0 0 0 0 89 139 83 125 0 0 0 o
D.C. 44 125 0 0 12 18 62 94 0 0 70 120
Florida 43 122 76 , 109 sa 106 60 91 0 0 70 121

Georgia 30 es, 29 42 48 75 56 84 0 o 47 82
Hawaii o o o 0 74. 115 0 o o 0 62 107
Idaho 0 0 o o 62 96 36 54 o o 0 . o
Illinois
inksidna

37
58

107
166

81
57

111,
97

69
GO

109
94

69
87

104
132

17
o

148
0

57
58

98
100

Iowa 0 0 17 111 68 106 68 107 o o 59 102
Kansas 0 0 o 0 55 85 51 77 0 o 20 34

Kentucky o o 61 88 4 / 14 26 40 o 0 36 63
Louisiana 43 124 64 92 45 /0 o o o o 32 55
Maine 0 0 0 0 63 99 91 138 o o 78 134

Mary land 14 41 15 109 61 95 54 132 0 0 70 . 121

Massachusetts 36 1(13 74 101 67 105 85 128 o o 71 123
Michigan 51 155 11 102 64 100 68 103 0 0 54 93
Minnesota o o 61 87 67 105 54 132 0 0 52 89
niksissupp, 0 0 64 91 45 11 75 31 o o 27 46

%%sour, o 78 80 0 0 67 104 54 87 o 0 59 101

Montana 0 0 0 L) 59 91 0 o el o 0 o
Nebraska 0 0 51 73 60 94 51 76 0 0 Sfe, 97
Nevada 0 0 o 0 63 98 o 0 0 0 o 0
NV W Harnosh ire 39 111 86 123 81 12 / 91 131 o 0 90 156

New Jerry 77 78 '17 111 73 113 48 73 o o 62 107
New Mexico 0 0 0 0 60 94 0 0 0 0 19 33
New York 35 100 73 105 73 113 80 121 7 60 55 94
North Carolina 74 /0 75 35 !., I 88 59 89 0 0 23 39
North Dakota o 0 0 o 39 61 63 95 o 0 4 t 71

Ohio 27 76 63 91 70 109 78 118 0 0 59 101

Oklahoma 0 0 54 78
_

70 48 72 0 0 35 80
Oregon 0 0 73 105 58 90 35 53 0 0 47 81
Pennsylvania 35 101 79 193 12 112 74 112 16 14 7 52 90
Rhoda Island 49 141 80 115 82 128 o o o 0 84 148

South Carolina 0 o 59 85 57 89 69 104 o o 54 93
South Dakota 0 0 0 0 61 95 47 71 o o 91 156
Tennessee 34 9 / 45 65 60 94 41 11 / 64 48 83
Texas 46 131 53 76 49 77. 40 60 2 13 40 70
Utah 38 108 0 0 42 66 98 148 0 o 0 0

Vermont () 0 91 131 77 121 91 123 0 0 85 146
Virgirga o o 56 80 60 93 69 105 0 0 31 53
Washington 0 0 /8 112 76 119 o o o 0 62 107
West Virginia o 0 0 o 67 105 75 114 0 0 39 68
Wisconsin 67 193 0 0 68 106 53 81 6 53 44 76
Wyoming 0 o o 0 o o 0 0 o 0 0 0

Avrage 35 70 I 64 66 se

3 .
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Table B-25.Public service expenditures per stsmient at independent institutions, FY76.
Dollars par student and index

Me* &rims
oactond comp:smoke Bacsoiauseate

Maw Index Index
Alabama $ 0 0 6303 691
Alaska o 0 o o
Ar ison4 0 0 0 0
Arkansas 0 0 0 0
California 304 164 87 153

Colorado 9 s 0 0
Connecticut 0 0 56 129
Delaware 0 0 0 0
D.C. 13 7 0 0
F lorida 0 0 13 29

Goorgia 319 172 441 1,007
Hawaii o 0 0 o
Idaho 0 0 0 0
Illinois 0 0 49 111
Indiana 240 130 41 95

lows 0 0 125 286
K muss 0 0 0 0
Kentucky 0 0 0 0
Louisiana 0 0 7 16
Maine 0 0 0 0

Maryland 386 208 20 45
Massachusetts 139 75 19 43
Michigan 0 0 49 112
Minnesota o 0 0 0
Mississippi 0 0 1 3

Missouri 1 1 0 0
Montana 0 0 0 0
Nabraika 0 0 25 so
Nevada 0 0 0 0
New Hampshire 285 154 0 0

New jersey 0 0 0 0
New Most ico 0 0 0 0
New York 454 245 32 73
North Carolina 633 342 206 462
North Dakota 0 o o o

Ohio 0 0 53 120
°Manama 0 0 86 196
Ofeson 0 0 -16 38
Pennsylvania 385 208 38 66
Rhoda island. 0 0 3 6

SoUtt Cifili ins 0 0 0 0
South Dakota 0 0 o 0
Tennessee 41 22 50 115 33
Tens 37 20 24 se
Utah 36 19 0 0

Vermont 0 a 0 o
Virginia 0 0 76 174
Washington 0 0 8. 14
Weft Virginia 0 0 0 0
Wisconsin 42 23 0 0
Wyoming 0 0 0 o

U.S. Mingo OS 44

Health
Two-Yaar Pnifosalonal

fades maim
$161 443 $ 4 18 $ 0 0

180 626 o 0 0 o
0 0 o o 0 0

27 79 o 0 a o
63 154 111 544 244 7

91 267 0 0 o 0
3 a 2 11 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0

152 445 0 0 0 0
32 94 0 o o 0

85 249 26 128 0 0
3 10 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0

27 18 92 400 1,163 35
42 123 0 0 0 o

42 124 5 23 0 0
14 41 0 0 0 0
25 73 44 215 0 0
9 28 0 0 0 0
9 25 0 0 0 0

12 35 0 0 0 0
23 67 0 0 0 0
33 96 34 168 0 G

33 96 0 0 o 0
1 3 88 331 0 0

4 12 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0
a 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 n

65 191 5 26 0 0
,

67 197 97 424 139 113 0 0
36 104 1 4 9427 164
19 56 6 11 0 0
67 196 o o o o

.

21 61 3 13 o 0
24 70 39 WI 0 0
72 213 0 0 0 0
37 109 91 443 1,616 46
0 0 o 0 0 o

35 102 0 0 0 o
49 144 40 194 0 0

95 o 0 7 0
19 56 0 0 14,441 436
0 0 108 520 0 o

o 0 27 131 0 0
63 las 0 0 0 0
30 109 0 o 0 0
51 149 o o o o
23 68 0 0 16,127 466

43 0 0 C 0 0

34 3,331

Odor
Profusion*,

index
$ 0 0

O 0
0
O 0

40 32

65 52
105 133

O 0
1 1

11 9

97 78

57 46
36 30

4 3
O 0

13 11
O 0
3 2

7 6
34 27

366 296
110 69
129 104

32 26
O 0

336 271
O 0
0

6
O 0

436 352
a

17 13
0

114 92
21 17
60 49

0

3 2
44 35

O 0

0
0

3 3
0

124

3S3



Table 11-26.--Other El liG expenditures per student at independent institutions, FY76.
Dollars perstudent and index

General Health Other
Comprehensive Becodairrente Two-Year Professional Professional

$1,634
0
n
0

1,991

o
1,886

0
0

1.695

3.804
0
0

1,433
1,670

1,683
0

1,401
2,131

0

1,446
1,706
1,742
2,602
1,083

0
0

1,712
0

867
1,981

0
2,103
3,243

0

2,047
1,381
1,934
1,697
1,690

1,427
0

2,908
1,778

0
1,811

Alabama
Alaska
Arizona
Arkansas
California

Colorado

Major
Doctoral

Index
$ 0 0

0 0
0 0
0 0

3,795 115

2,229 es
Connecticut 7,160 218
Delaware 0 0
D.C. 2,697 82
Florida 2,223 68

Georgia 2,956 87
Hawaii 0 0
Idaho_ 0 0
Hlinois 2,964 90
Indiana 2,022 62
lowa 0 0
Kansas 0 0
Kentucky 0 0
Louisiana 2,070 63
Maine 0 0

Maryland 5,544 169
Massachusetts 4,036 123
Michigan 2,227 68
Minnesota 0 0
Mississippi 0 0

Missouri 3.619 t 110
Montana 0 0
Nebraska 0 0
Nevada 0 0
New Hampshire 6,479 197

New Jersey 5,465 166
New Max ico 0 0
New York 3,563 108
North Carolina 3,915 119
North Dakota 0 0

Ohio 3,960 120
Oklahoma 0 0
Chew 0 0
Pennsylvania / 3,519 107
Rhode Island 3,342 102

Sauth Ckrol Ma 0 0
South ("skate 0 0
Tennessee 2,980 91
Texas 1,839 56
lhalt 711 22

Vermont 0 0
Virginia 0 0 .
Minh I raglan 0 0
Wt Virginiaes 0 0
Wisconsin 1,986 60
Wyoming 0 0

.N.S. Avow, 3288 I

'3.99

2
1.

0P
0
0

Index Ind.n Wax Index Index
88 52,524 121 51.603 112 $ o 0 $2,167 116
0 3,697 177 3,398 237 o 0 o 0
0 1,49 i 72 6,514 454 0 0 894 48
0 1,661 80 1,102 77 0 0 1,160 82

107 2,264 109 1,493 104 3,677 66 1,701 91

0 2,403 115 0 0 0 0 .2,695 144
101 1,564 76 1,371 96 0 o 2,593 139

0 1,338 64 1,365 95 0 0 0 0
0

91
7,062
2,208

338
106

2087,

1,801
146
126

0
0

0
o

1,511
E41

81
45

204 2,174 104 1.295 90 0 0 2,222 119
0 1,447 69 0 0 0 0 1,648 83
0 2,167 104 918 64 0 0 0 0

77 2,116 101 1,706 119 10,202 155 1.840 98
so 2,281 109 609 36 0 0 1,815 97

85 2,114 101 1,165 81 0 0 2,172 116
0 2,119 102 1,667 116 13 0 3,272 175

75 1,892 91 2,447 171 0 0 1,691 90
115 2,561 123 0 0 0 0 1,325 71

0 3,136 150 934 66 0 0 2,229 119

78 2,600 125 1,191 83 0 0 2,006 107
92 2,608 125 1,624 113 0 0 1,919 103
94 1,790 NI 1,195 83 0 0 2,022 108

140 2,117 102 2,116 148 0 0 1,551 83
58 2,292 110 3,360 234 o 0 2,281 122

0 ' 1,621' 78 1,709 119 0 0 1,742 93
0 1,571 76 0 0 o 0 a 0

92 1,805 87 2,286 158 0 0 1,485 78
0 467 22 0 0 0 0 o 0

47 2,086 100 1,266 88 0 0 NO 47
106 1,856 89 1,118 78 0 0 3,400 182

0 1,725 83 0 0 0 0 3,187 170
113 1,999 96 1,477 100 13,879 210 2,383 127
174 1,992 96 1,469 102 0 0 1,166 62

o 2,376 114 1,272 ES 0 0 2,786 149
110 2,154 103 671 47 0 0 1,367 73
74 / 89 1,107 77 o o 1,541 82

104 12 106 2,912 203 0 0 1,841 88
91 1,966 94 1,382 96 4,651 70 2,186 117
91 1,638 79 0 0 0 0 810 43
77 . 1,968 94 999 70 0 0 1,378 74
0 isms ' 94 1,845 129 0 0 1,266 68

156 1,551 89 1,672 117 8,129 123 2,098 112
es 2,091 100 1,963 137 10,784 163 1,317 TO

0 1,846 se 485 34 0 0 0 0
87 2,820 136 2,318 162 0 0 2.422 129

129
as

2,215
1,803

105
96

1,785
0

- 124
0

0
0 .

0
0

2M9
1,342

138
72

0 2,070 99 703 49 0
,

0 2,637 141
0 2,223 107 1,719 120 6,243 95 2,431 130
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

I 2,087 1,434 8,603 0 1,871

3 9

197



Table B-27.-Total E&G exper.ditures per student at independent institutions, FY76.
Dollars per studem and Index

r
Malts Goner* Health Oth

DactweJ Comptihersive Baccriaurrati Two.Ifear Professional Probed
Index Indio Index /max index

Alabama $ 0 0 $3,751 105 $ 3,893 113 $2,201 100 $ 0 0 52,931

Alaska 0 0 o 0 5,602 162 6.779 301 0 0 0 .
Arizona 0 0 0 0 2,207 64 9,029 401 0, 0 1,826
At.kansas 0 03 0 o 2,914 84 1.649 73 0 0 1,919
Mitornia 11,752 133 3,734 104 1899 113 2,678 119 7,138 31 2.994

Colorado 5,738 65 0 0 4,106 119 0 0 o 0 4,475
Connecticut 18,365 207 3.760 105 2,612 76 2,498 111 0 0 4,421
Delaware o 0 0 0 2,324 87 2,037 90 0 0 0
D.C. 6,487 73 o 0 12,962 375 3,296 146 0 0 2,623
Florida 7,840 89 3,045 85 3,563 103 2,819 126 0 0 1,575

Georgia 9,045 102 8,624 241 3,684 107 2,161 96 0 0 3,994
Hawaii o 0 o 0 2,476 72 0 0 0 0 2,569
Idaho o o 0 0 3,186 92 1,599 71 0 0 o
Illinois 8,788 99 2,772 77 3,523 102 2,840 126 22.050 95 3,484
Indiana 4,892 55 3,021 84 3,647 105 905 40 IS 0 3,211

Iowa 0 0 3,475 97 3,516 102 2,035 90 0 0 3,564
Kansas 0 0 0 0 3,269 95 2,631 117 0 0 4,477
Kentucky 0 0 2,614 73 3,120 90 3,776 168 0 0 2,984
Louisiana 6,738 76 3,349 93 4,030 117 0 0 0 0 2,630
Maine o o o 0 4,946 143 1,299 58 0 0 3,239

Mary land 21,049 238 2,451 sa 4,167 121 2,070 92 0 0 3,376
Massachusetts 9.650 109 3,175 89 4,322 125 2,482 110 0 0 3,456
Michigan 4,070 46 3,495 98 3,028 es 1,902 . 84 0 0 3,741
Minnesota 0 0 3,840 107 3,636 105 3,220 143 0 0 2,993
Mississippi o o 2,007 56 3,711 107 4,446 197 0 0 3,457 ,

Missouri 9,976 113 0 0 2,731 79 2,637 117 0 0 3,080
Montana 0 0 0 0 2,789 81 0 0 0 o o
Nebraska 0 0 5,223 146 3,152 91 2,799 124 0 0 - 2.581
Nevada 0 0 o 0 1,160 34 0 0 0 0 0
New Hampsh ire 12,153 137 1,621 45 mser 97 1,847 82 0 0 1,506

New Jersey 12,530 141 3,581 100 3,025 as 2,061 91 0 0 5.726
Neat Mexico o o o 0 2,947 96 0 0 0 0 .4,112
New York 9,976 113 3,971 111 3,356 97 2.161 98 52,264 226 4,828
North Carol ina 10,880 123 9,463 264 3,237 94 2,303 102 0 0 1293
North Dakota o 0 0 0 4,164 120 1,601 71 0 0 3,196

.'77`.12100 i 10,153 119 3,947 110 3,024 109 1,253 58 0 0 2,422

.:3.--7;'''0144110tre 0 0 2,878 SO 2,977 93 1.706 78 0 0 2,00
!-- Orligvn 0 0 3,561 99 3,923 113 3,894 173 0 0 3,282

Pennsylvania 9,780 110 3,312 92 3,285 95 2,247 100 15,127 ag 4,135
1----Chtedet Island 7,238 82 2,747 77 2,787 80 - 0 0 0 0 1,M18

South Carolina 0 0 2,562 71 3,079 58 1,648 69 0 0 2.083
South Dakota 0 0 0 0 3,413 99 ,3,445 153 0 0 1,973
Tonna:Kee 8,860 98 4,814 129 3,024 87 2,422 108 21,728 94 3,795
Texas 4,329 49 3,434 96 3,263 94 2,837 117 69,117 298 2,724
Utah 2,151 24 0 0 2,892 84 1,015 45 0 0 0
Verinen
Afligittie

0
0

0
0

2,994
4,281

84
119

4.384
3,703

127
107

3,196
2.639

142
113

0 -

0
0
0

3,819
5,292

Wilk4n11101 ^ 0 0 3,089 98 3338 97 0 0 0 0 2,258
West Virginia
Wisconsin
Wyoming

0
3,590

0

0
41

0

0
0
o

o
0
o

3,124
3,718

43

00
107

0

1,063
3.097

0

47
133

0

0
52,1E2

0

0
428

0

4,633
4,313

0
."1/11. **gm 0.899 1 3,888 1 3,4541 3,28$ 23,174 3,469

391



Table 6-28.Instruction proportion of total MG expenditures at independent institutions, FY76.
Percentage and index

Maim
Doctoral Comprehensive

indpi Index

Ganaral Health
Baccalaureate Two-Year Professional

Wei Index Index

Ot
Professional

Index
Alabama 0% 0 44% 102 30% 79 29% 82 0% 0 26% 67
Alaska 0 0 0 0 31 82 42 119 0 0 0 0
Arizona 0 0 0 0 32 es 28 79 0 0 51 132
Arkansas 0 0 0 0 42 110 33 95 0 0 40 102
California 34 90 43 99 39 104 38 110 37 119 41 107
Colorado 35 92 0 0 39 103 0 0 0 0 38 90
Connecticut 39 103 45 103 40 106 45 128 0 0 37 95
Demme 0 0 0 0 42 112 33 94 0 0 o 0

43 1". '.; 0 0 38 102 37 105 0 0 41 100F.C.
46 121 41 94 36 96 36 103 0 0 40 103

Georgia 48 127 49 112 38 100 39 111, 0 0 41 105
Hawaii 0 0 0 0 41 . 110 0 0 0 0 40 103
Idaho 0 0 0 0 31 83 43 121 0 0 0 0 .
Illinois 44 118 46 105 39 103 37 108 34 108 45 118
htdiana 42 112 43 99 35 93 44 125 0 0 40 104
Iowa 0 0 49 114 38 101 43 121 0 0 38 90
Kansas 0 0 0 0 35 92 37 104 0 0 27 70
Kentucky 0 0 46 107 38 102 34 97 0 0 43 111
Louisiana 69 184 35 82 35 92 0 0 0 0 61 131
Mains 0 0 0 0 34 91 28 80 0 0 31 80
Maryland 41 109 40 92 37 97 42 121 0 0 39 101
Massachusetts 22 75 41 93 37 98 33 95 0 0 40 104
Michigan 44 116 48 110 39 103 35 101 0 0 36 94
Minnesota 0 0 26 eta 40 107 34 98 0 0 44 113
Mississippi 0 0 45 i 104 35 93 23 65 0 0 30 78

ilanowl 44 116 0 0 40 107 35 100 0 0 41 106
Monism 0 0 0 0 41 108 0 0 0 0 0 .-Nabresks 0 0 62 143 42 111 19 54 0 0 30 7V
Nevada 0 0 0 0 80 155 0 0 0 0 0 0
New Hampshire 34 89 47 107 36 95 32 91 0 0 42 110
New Jitney 34 90 42 97 35 93 41 118 0 0 36 91
New Mexico 0 0 0 0 40 106 0 0 0 0 22 58
New York 35 94 45 103 38 101 34 95 18 se 34 88
North Carolina 36 94 53 122 37 99 36 102 0 0 38 99

--Wirth Dakota 0 0
s

0 0 41 109 21

59
o e i 13 30

38 100 36 83 39 104 48 . 132 0 0 42
'--Oldelsome 0 0/ 43 99 34 91 33 94 0 0 26 84

Oregon 0 0 45 104 39 103 26 72 0 0 34 98
-:-$411111Yivarria 36 96 44 102 39 101 34 98 33 107 43 110-.Rbode fsiiind

,
37 98 38 NI 41 108 0 0 0 0 45 117

Sleuth Circling o 0 43 100 35 02 36 101 0 0 34 88ti gootb Dakota 0 0 0 0 40 107 , 46 128 0 0 36 93Todwaw 42 111 33 75 37 gg 31 gg , 56 179 30 77 ,Taus 49 130 40 91 35 92 26 73 211 90 50 128Utah 56 148 0 0 32 84 42 - 120 0 0 0 0
iyennont o 0 48 106 35 93 n 74 0 0 37 09'640004 0 0 42 96 38 101 30 85 0 0 44 115

Washington 0 0 48 108 45 118 0 0 0 0 41 108
Vihst Virginia 0 0 o 0 -22 es 34 97 0 0 43 ill

41 1013 0 0 39 103 43 122 41 130 34 870 0 co 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 , 0 0
LUX/Immo 43 33 1 3 131



Tab le13-29.Research proportion of total ESIG expenditures at indwendent institutions, FY76.
Pementage and index

Major
Doctoral

Index
0% 0

Comprehensive
India(

4% 118

Ganes& '
Baccahatreate

India
1% 147

Two-Year
Ind=

0% 21

Wales
Profusion&

0%
Index

0A i oarn a
Alaska 0 0 0 0 0 0 8 2, 39 0 0
Arizona 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Arkansas 0 0 0 0 0 42 0 0 0
pi iforn is 31 135 2 55 1 163 2 438 8 32

Colorado 26 114 0 0 0 48 0 0 0 0
Connecticut 22 97 3 102 0 5 0 0 0 0
Delaware 0 , 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
D.C. 15 64 0 . 0 6 663 0 0 0 0
Florida 26 113 3 94 1 101 0 0 0 0

Georgia 17 74 2 66 1 105 0 0 0 0
Hawaii., 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Idaho 0 0 0 0 0 10 0 18 0 0
II hnois 22 94 1 22 0 18 0 0 15 57
Indiana 11 60 0 15 1 146 0 0 0 0

Iowa 0 0 1 41 0 37 0 0 0 0
Kansas 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Kentucky 0 0 0 0 0 6 0 46 0 0
Louisiana 0 0 1 20 1 162 0 0 0 0
Maine 0 0 0 0 2 252 0 0 0 0

Maryland 31 134 0 7 1 92 0 0 0 0
Massachusetts 29 124 5 151 2 220 1 309 0 0
Mithigan 1 6 1 26 X. 105 0 0 - 0 0
Minnesota 0 0 6 188 0 56 0 0 0 0
Missluippi 0 0 1 17 3 364 0 0 0 0

Missouri 20 87 0 0 0 9 0 5 0 0
Montana 0 0 0 0 3 3 22 o 0 0 0
Nebfaska 0 0 4 134 1 101 0 0 0 CI

Nevada . 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
New Hampshire 11 47 0 0 .0 17 0 0 0 0

New Jersey 22 97 3 81 1 135 0 21 0 0
New Mexico 0 0 0 0 0 29 0 0 0 0
New York 24 106 2 45 1 133 0 40 39 151

North Carolina
--4,-.7: Siena Dakar*

23
0

98
t.

11

0
314

0
0
0

53
0

1

0
168

. 0
0

, 0
0
0

Otto 23 101 11 316 1 64 0 b 0 0
Oktahome 0 0 6 174 0 19 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 , 7 3 339 0 0 0 0
Parinsylininie 24 104 3 94 1 118 0 39 26 100
-Rho& Wand, 17 -

.

74 0 7 0 0 0 0 .0 0

South Carolina 0 0 1 17 0 48 0 0 0 0
SOW% Dakota 0 0 0 0 1 102 0 77 0 0
Tennessee 23 101 3 09 1 71 0 0 7 26
Texas 8 33 8 231 0 54 0 0 36 136
Utah 10 41 0

0.14
0 4 508 0 0 0 0

VenWOM 0 0 0 0 1 79 1 196 0 0
0 0 0 5 0 32 0 0 0 0

Washington 0 0 3 91 0 24 0 0 0 0
Win likibsia 0 0 0 0 0 6 0 0 0 0
Wisconsin 3 12 0 0 0 54 0 0 17 66

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
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Table 8-31.--Other E&G expenditures proportion of total El ltG expenditures al Independent institutions, FY71

Pavanes, end Index

South CVOS ins
130Ktiu

Tennessae
Texas
Utah

ifibtftent
WOW
Wathtn0ton

lithstktis
Wisconsin
Wowing

staunote Two.Year Professional Professional

Index IMO Index India Inalox Indiu

Alabama 0% 0 44% 64 66% 108 71% 111 0% 0 74% 137

Alaska o 0 0 o 66 109 . 50 79 0 0 0 0

Arizona 0 o 0 0 es 112 72 113 0 o 45 51

Arkansas 0 0 0 0 57 95 67 105 0 0 60 112

California 32 87 53 103 58 98 56 as 62 181 57 105

Colorado 39 105 0 0 69 97 0 0 0 o 80 112

Connecticut 39 106 50 97 60 99 se 56 0 0 59 109

Delaware 0 o 0 o 58 95 67 105 o 0 0 0

D.C. 42 112 0 o 55 90 83 100 0 0 58 107

Florida 28 76 so 107 62 103 64 100 0 0 53 99

Georgia 32 85 44 85 59 98 60 94 0 0 56 103

Hawaii o o 0 o 59 97 o 0 0 o 60 112

Idaho 0 o 0 o ss 114 57 90 o o 0 0

Illinois 34 91 52 100 60 100 60 94 46 182 53 98

Indiana 41 111 55 107 63 104 56 es 0 0 57 105

Iowa 0 o 46 as 60 100 67 90 0 o 61 . 113

Kansas 0 0 o 0 65 107 63 100 0 o 73 136

Kentucky 0 f) 54 103 61 101 65 102 o 0 67 105

Lbuisiana 31 83 64 123 64 105 0 0 0 o 49 91

Maine o 0 0 o 63 105 72 113 0 0 69 128

Maryland 26 71 59 114 62 103 58 90 0 o 59 11.0

Massachusetts 42 113- 43 103 60 100 65 103 0 o 58 103

Mkhigan 55 147 60 96 59 se 63 99 0 0 54 100

Minnesota o 0 68 131 58 97 se 103 0 o 62 96

Mississippi o o 54 104 62 102 76 119 0 0 68 122

Missouri 36 98 0 0 ss 0 65 102 0 0 57 106

Montana 0 o 0 o 58 93 o 0 0 0 0 0

Nebraska 0 o 33 63 57 ss 81 127 0 0 87 106

Nevada o o o 0 ao 67 0 o 0 o o 0

New Hampshire 53 144 53 103 62 103 68 107 o o 56 104

New Jersey 44 118 55 107 61 102 54 85 0 0 69 110

New Mexico 0 o 0 . o to 97 o 0 o 0 78 144

New York 36 96 53 102 60 99 66 104 27 93 49 92

Nonh Caroline 36 97 34 66 62 103 63 1 oo o 0 62 114

_North Dakota 0 0 0 o 57 95 79 125 0 0 87 162

Caao
, .

39 108 92 100 69 99 64 84 0 0 0 KM

Okfehoma 0 0 48 82 es 107 es 102 0 0 75 139

Oregon . 0 0 54 105 55 93 76 118 0 0 50 94

-Pstynyilvala 38 97 51 99 80 99 83 97 31 106 63 911

elhodo Wand 48 126 62 119 69 98 0 0 0 0 61 96

o 0 56 10 64 106 84 101 0 0 68 123

O O.,. 0 0 57 go 54 84 0 . 0 84 1 19

34 93 63 121 61 102 69 108 37 131

42 115 52 100 64 106 74 117 18 55 49 90

33 89 0 0 64 106 48 75 0 o 0 0

o o 54 104 84 107 73 114 0 . 0 63 116

O 0 89 sos so 99 70 111 0 0 48 91

O 0 51 98 64 90 0 0 0 0 59 110

O 0 0 0 68 110 a 104 0 0 57 106

65 140 0 0 80 99 87 90 12 41 88 105

O 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

37 62 0 04 25 54

fbfet
WWWtt0o
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Alabama
Alaska
Ar Icons
Arkansas
Cat item is

Colorado
Connecticut
DINIWire
D.C.
Florida

Georgia
Hawaii
Idaho
Illinois
Indiana

lows
Kansas
Kentucky
Louisiana
Mains

Maryland
Massathusetto
Michigan
Minnesota
116adselppl

Ildssouri
Montana
Nebraska ,

Nevada
New Hampshire

NewJensy
New /*Mc°

Ydck
&rasa

NOrth Dakota

0100
-171651101**
°moon'
Pannayfvar4a

South Carolina
South Dakota
Tameasmia

TWKW
Utak
Vermont

= Vkain4
WitthitTaten=gra

Table 1342.-State and local appropriation, MG revenues end Etite expenditures par student,
by catmint of independent "other professional and speckdized institutions," FY76.

Spacialitad Education
Schools

S&L E&G E&G
APP. Ras. Exp.
$ 0

0
0

110

0
0

245
0

0

o
o

223

111
0
0

0

128

317

0

0

0
0
_
_
0
_

114

AQg

Spudaliaad
Health Schools

S&L E&G ESA
App. Ras. Exp.

Opmdslised

EnsimmxinsSchook

Eld3 E&G
App, ROL Exit

A11 Odin
Specialized Schools

S&L E&G E&G
App. ROI. Exp. .

$2,595 $3,015. $ $ - $ $ $ 0 $2,448 92,787

1,135 1,105 0 3,813 3,7963.077 2,268 1,141 1,113
3,381 3,386 o 7,858 6,994 2,300 2,249 0 2,938 2,900

0 4,009 4,433 0 3,848 4,200 0 4,50r 4,5455,482 3,843 0 2014 2,014 8,044 0.4777_

4,297 4,662 0 2,023 2,0303,236 3,268 3 1,221 967
0 3,900 3,4543 0 3,878 4,142

o 2,509 2,565

3,437 3,447 573 8,705 10,239 0 2,396 2,210 43 3,476 3,8712,717 2,822 0 4,223 4,247 40 3,347 3,3181
3,561 3,524 287 4,470 4,026 3 2,501 2,524

0 4,265 4,4773,458 3,714
2,774 Law1,767 1,882

Cl 2,968 3,08962 4,490 3,799 o 2,879 3,118
3,151 3,127 o 3,198 2.969 36 3,350 3,5623,869 3,783 64 3,648 3,109 o 5,183 5,132 1 3,267 3,0783,819 4,470 163 3,396 3,337 0 9.380 9,712 10 2212 2,1232,839 2,888 o 3,1187 3,864 - _ 0 2,789 2.0323,843 3,825 - - - - - 0 4,817 3,217
3,102 3,116 5,857 4,197 0 2,197 2,128 0 3,074 2,963_ - - - -

0 2,276 2,561

- 0 1,932 1,566
3,479 3,308 173 7,602 sjoi 189 5,498 5,40

0 1,941 4,1124,747 4.511. 1,106 18.787
11,L563 301- 6,607- 6:031 108

0
UN
2,120

34$52
LIMO

- - - 0 2,424 3,198
0 4.894 3,269 0 1,801 1344 0 2093 2.764- - 0 3,110 2,050

3,859 3,882
0

2,502
2,976

12,744
- 2,601

11.926_ 0 2.507 _ 2.864
21

110
3,158
3250,

3,328
3283- - - 0 1,813 1,692

0 2,087 2,063
6,351 7,306 18,966 14,884 _

_- 0
70.

2,050
1,999

1,973
2,0848,974 44,989 42,172 o 2.146 2237 1.883 1,941

0
2,515
2,009

-
3,242-

2,862
2,817

-
3,201

-

0
8.646

I ,430
1,207

3,099
43,797

-
8.543

17,316

3,445
48,529

6,135
17,418

o

0

76,940

2,911

72$29

.2,980

0
0
0
0
o

4,036
4,201
2,224
2,355
9,533

4,135
3,916
2,256
2,893
9,159

3,779 c 3,703 1406$ SUSS 10.892
4.3111
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Appndix C

STATE AND LOCAL
APPROPRIATIONS

IN FiSCAL YEAR 1978
A LIMITED ANALYSIS

BACKGROUND

The major portion of this study presents detailed
comparisons of higher education financing in the fifty
States for fiscal year 1976. The analyses provide a basis

for assessing State appropriations relative to enrollments,
State tax capacity and effort, mix of institutions funded,
amount of higher education financing from non-State
sources (e.g., tuition, Federal funds, etc.), and institu-
tional support requirements. The data necessary for this
detail are obtained primarily from the Higher Education
General Information Survey (HEGIS) conducted annu-
ally by the National Center for Education Statistics
(NCES). The NCES data represent actual revenues and
expenditures reported by institutions. Because the
NCES data are collected after institutions conclude
their fiscal period, the data are at least 14 months old
when first available on tape.

More timely data (although in far less detiil) are
available each Fall through a survey by M. M. Chambers

of State legislative appropriations for higher education
for the current fiscal year. Published by the National
Association of State Universities and Land Grant Col-

leges' , appropriations are listed by institution (with
selected progron breakdowns) and by amounts for
student aid and some State-level offices. Chamber/41.z
data, represent bucfsetecl amounts for higher education
in contrast to the NCES data which represent actual_

net revenues received by institutions. Since subsequent

1M. M. Chambers, State Tax Funds for Operating Expenses
of Higher Education 7917-76t Washington, D.C.: Office of Re-
search and information, National Association of State Universities
and Land Grant Colleges, 1978.



legislative actions or institutional remissions of funds to
the State may ,alter, the original appropriations decision,
Chambers and NCES data do differ in some instances.

Although the Chambers' data are limited, they do
provide timely indications of current trends. This appen-
dix presents a number of measures using the Chambers'
data for more current 1977-78 comparisons of State
support.

Previous sections of this study reported that State
and local appropriations increased 13.4% from FY75 to
FY76. With enrollments increasing 11 .5% and inflation
6.6%, constant dollar support per student fell 4.6%. For
the ensuing two years, FY76-FY78, Chambers reports a
20% increase in State appropriations. During this time,
enrollments fell 1.9% and inflation was 13.6%. The net
impact is a 7.7% increase in constant dollar State appro-
priations per student from FY76 to FY78.

METHODOLOGY

The FY78 data are presented in a similar but sim-
plified version of the State-by-State analyses presented
in the main body of this report. The analysis consists of
13 measures of enrollment and financing which rault in
an index of State and local government appropriations
to public institutions pr student, Austad for yaria-
-tions in costs due to the enrollment structure of the
State's system (LA., proportion of higher' education
enrollments at public universities, comprehensive, bacca-
laureate, !W. institutions) and for gwgraphic coat differ-
ences.

The formula, shown below, that yields this final
indei thaws the interrelationships of the various mea-
sure&

3 9

TAX REVENUES (#6)#1....1da.M.1.%
Tex Tax Mutation to

copacfty (#4) x x Higher Education (#8)
High School Colley

Graduates (#1) x Attendance Ratio (#2)

STUDENT ENROLLMENT LOAD (#3)

Stet* and Local
ApproPriations

Pei
Student (#9)

A separate measure, tax revenues per student (#7)
is also computed (#8 #3)-

The analysis continues with appropriations per
student (#9) divided by a system cost index (#10) end
then by an index of geographical cost differences (#12).
The final measure, index #13, reports State and local
appropriations to public institutions per student adjusted
for system cost and geographical cost differences.

State & Local
APPropriations

Per Public
Student (#9)

Appropriations
Per Public
Student

Adjusted for
System Cost (#11)

System
Cost
Index
(#10)

Geographical
Cost Index

(#12)

Approwlations
Per Public
Student

AdAssted fix
System Cost With

Appropriations Per
Public Student

Adjusted fur System
Cost old Geographicei
Cmt (Memos", (#13)

DATA SOURCES

Eight" data elements were used in ttlis analyst&
Their definitions are:

A. Resident Population in thousands, as of July 1, 1976.
, Source: US. Department of Commerce, Bureau of

Economic Analysis.



B. High School Graduates (Public and Nonpublic),
including diplomas and equivalency certificates,
1975-76.
Source: U.S. Department of Health, Education, and

Welfare, National Center for Education Sta-
tistics, Statistics of Public Elementary end
Secondary Schools and Statistics of State
School Systems, U.S. Government Printing
Office, Wag)ington, D.C.*

C. Full-Time Equivalent Enrollment in Public Institu-
tions of Higier Education, Fill 1977.
Source: U.S. Department of l4ealth, Education, and

Welfare, National Center for Education Sta-
tistics, Prepublication release, preliminiry
(kite.

D. State and Local Government Tax Capacity, in thou-
sands, 1975-76.
Source: D. Kent Halstead, Tax Wealth in Fifty States,

U.S. Department of Health, Education, and
Welfare, National Institute of Education,
U.S. Government Printing Office, Washing-
ton, D.C., 1978.

E. State and Local Government Tax Revenue Collected,
in thousands, 1975-76.
Source: U.S. Depwtment of Commerce, Bureau al

the Census, Governmental Finances in 1975-
76, U.S. Government Printing Office, Wash-
ington, D.C., 1977.

F. Stay) old Load Govmment Tax Remus Alipro-
printed or Levied for Operating Expenses of Public
Highs' Education, in thousands, 1977-78. Excluded
are tuition AWNS collected by the institution and
remitted to the State as an offset to the State appro-

206
401

priation chambers' measure of State tax appropria-
tions is supplonented In this analysis by the addi-
tion of local tax appropriations to higher education
secured by telephone surtey. In addition, State tax
appropriations going to independent higher educa-
tion (when identified) are subtracted from the ap-
propriations total, since the focus here is on support
to public institutions.
Source: M. M. Chambers, Appropriations of State

TaX Funds for Operating Expenses of
Higher Education, 7977-78, Office of Re-
search and information, fiational Associa-
tion of State Universities and Land-Grant
Colleges, Washington, D.C., 1977.

G. State HiOwr Education System Cost Index, 1975-76.
Constructed State and local government appropria-
tions per student based on application of national
average dollar rates bir type of institution to State
enrollment .mix. Expressed as an index relative to
the U.S. average, which equals 100.
Source: Derived from U.S. DepartMent of Health,

Education, and Welfare, National Center
for Education Statistics finance and enroll-
Ment data.

Because the structure of higher education vatic;
among it* Stales,. a **stern Coatoindex" hes been
introduced. The index Eljuss dollar amonvriations for
the relative "costliness" of the public hiOer education
system. States with a !wiper proportion of Faduate and
upper diviskin enrollment are inherently more expensive
to operate than those placing more emohasis on under-
graduate or lower division instruction. The "system cost
index" reports the relative average cost per student a
State would inwr for its public system if it financed en-

402



rollments at each type of institution *by the national
average appropriations rate per FTE student. In other
words, the index 'reports how much it would cost a
State to run its skein at national average apprCpria-
ton rates. Dividing appropriations by the Cost Index for
each State "corrects" for variations among the States in
the mix of enrollrnents at lesser or more costly types of
institutions, thereby placing all States ona more common
footing for comparison. The Obr student rates used in
the development of this index for 1975-76 are:

Major doctoral granting universities $ 2,627
Comprehensive 4-year colleges 2,000
General baccalaureate 4-year colleges 1,634
Two-year colleges 1,398
Health professional colleges 17,376
Other professional colleges 1,949.

Universities and comprehensive four-year colleges
are more "expensive" to bperate because of usually
hiOner salaried faculty and,administrators, greater public
service responsibilities, extensive research programs, and
generally wider latitude of programs and more overhead
costs. States with proportionately more students enrolled
in these types of institutions operate relatively "expen-

. sive" State systems costing 10 to 20 percent above the
national average. %Otters the swnphas4sAs on went
baccalaureate four-year colleges and two-year colleps,
system costs are lower, as much as 16 percent below the
national averaw.

H. Geographical Cost Index, 1976. An index to- reflect
differentes in purchasing power among States due to
geographical variation in the prices paid by collets!,
and universities for goods and services, purchased.

3

Because higher education is labor inteniive, this sim-
plified index reportionly price differences in labor.
The index is based on the average earnings of office
clerical workers fa; straight time. excluding
overtime pay rates) for standard wprkweeks. State
values are averages of reported SMSA's, weighted
by populatiGn, using 150 metropolitan areas.
Source: U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor

Statistics, Wage Differences Among Metro-
politan'Areas, 1976, and Wage Diffmnces
Among Selected Areas, 1976; U.S. Govern-
ment Printing Office, Washington, p.p.

This index is a proxy measure of differences due to
location in the prices of goods and services purchased by
colleges and universities. The index may be used *to
adjust State and local government appropriations to re-
flect equivalent value in purchasing goods mui services
for hiOer education. It is important that such geographi-
cal 'price variations be eliminated so that true relative
differences in etpdvalent support levels can be identified.
Thus State appropriations in Alaska, with a high cost
index, inust be adjusted downward substantially to equal
the purchasing power and be comparable tc appropriar
tions in other States.

Costs in conducting equivalerit hiOer educationpro-
ps ams way getotphicalty due tO differences In opera-
ting requiremmts mil as prices. Operating differ-
ences 'associated With wography include additional
heating and air-conditioning in many regions; and we-

:clatized transportation and reiluipment requirements
because of terrain and weather. Added costs because.of
these operating factbrs are not incluckd hi the cost
index. The index reports only price differences caused
by geographic veriations in supply and demand for labor

4 0



as affected by local economic strength, citizen buying
preferences, industrial composition and degree of capital
intensiveness, worker unionization', and proximity to
producers.

A wographical cost2 index compares the prices
paid for the same goods and services in different loca-
tions. The.amount and quality of these goods and ser-
vices must be equal. To obtain such equivalency is
extremely difficultboth for higher education and for
business in general. Because of this difficulty, few geo-
graphic cost indexes have been constructed, and a proxy
measure is employed in this study. Two simplificitions
are involved. First, because higher education is labor
intensive (about 82 percent of educational and general
expenditures are for personnel compensation3) only
employee salaries and wages are considered. Excluded
are prices paid by colleges and universities for non-
personnel purchases such as equipment, material, arxl
utilities. This is, of course, a serious omission, but neces-
sitated by current limitations in data. Second, because
of the likely variability in the time and quality of faculty
hired in different States, a more uniform occupational
category has been selectedoffice clerical. Geographical
differenms in salaries paid clerical workers are interpreted
as representing basic salary differentials due to geo-

2 Technically, the term Is "price ratter than "cost," but
"cost" is used here because of the common usage of die term
when referrim to a commodity that is a business input, not end
product.

3 Kent Halstead, Hiehir EthiCariOn Prices and Price Indexes,
Annual Swpiernent, National Institute of Education, U,S. Devon-
ment of Health, Education, and Welfare, JU.S. Goternment
Printing Office, Washington, D.C., pp. 5-6.

.graphic location 'for all types of occupations including
faculty.

Three factors favor choice of the clerical occu-
pation:

(1) The occupatiog is common and abundant in. every
State and in most industries, thus establishing
initial relevancy and comparability.

(2) Salaries are set in-a relatively free market !unioni-
zation is 13 percent for clerical versus el percent
for plant -Workers). Thas clerical salaries reflect
local labor market conditions as influenced by
unionization, but are not directly established by
collective bargaining.

(3) Salary differences due to quality are minimized by
fixed job descriptions and evidence that most cleri-
cal needi are routinely met by market established

voges paid for available personnel, i.e., no area
appears to make a special effort to hire superior
clerical personnel through higher wages.

The resulting Geographical Cost Index constructal
on the basis of !elan; differentials for clerical personnel
appears to report small labor market supply and demand

action in respqnse to broad hiring .of non-unionized
semieskilleC*oskora -With low mobility. Under these
conditions the Index repOrts Wife salary differentials
due to gogrephy as detemiined by M Wog cost-of-

, Ilvklig (2) types Of industry in the area; (3) size of hiring
establishments; (4) climate and topogrwhy; and (5) gen-
eral degree of unionization in the area. Use of the index
in this report assumes that colleges and universities, due
to their location, must psi idmilly differential, in salary
to obtain equivident faculty and administrative personnel.



Table C-1 provides the basic data used for this
limited FY1978 analysis.

INDEX DEFINITIONS

#1 Hidi SCHOOL GRADUATES (public and non-
public high school completions per 1000 popula-,
ticr) (13/A)

A State's high school graduates are the primary
source of entering freshmen at public institutions
in the State and therefore the best single starting
base for deriving total enrollments.

#2 COLLEGE ATTENDANCE RATIO (full-time
equivalent enrollment in public institutions of
higher education per high school graduates) (CAI)

The college attendanatrratio measures the degree
to which a State provides attractive public hiOler
education opirortunities to both resident and non-
resident Ftudents, relative to its higl school rjradu-
ates (its primary enrollment source). It also sumests
the preparedness of high school graduates for col-
lege and student, parental, and community digrosi-
tion toward attendance at State institutions.

#3 STUDENT ENROLLMENi LOAD (full-timeequiir
Went enrollnrnt in public institutictoc bigher
education per 10030 poixdation) (#1 x

Student enrollment is only an wroximaw load
measure\for placing reveals's and expersiitures on
a pew mak bogs. The finmcing rewired ftr atm
institutional\ operations such as administration,
plant operation and maintenance, Ibraries, public
service, md resew* at only indireceporopor-
tional to the numbers of students. Furthermore,

497

there are 'differences in the emphasis given by
States to costly versus less costly levels of instruc-
tion which represent differmt support require-
ments npt reflected by a simple enrollment count.
However, some adjustment is made for these factors
by introducing later in the analysis the State HiOer
Education System Cost Index (G).

While pubill'enrollments represent a State govern-
ment's primary student load, resident students re-.

calving State financial aid who attend private or
out-of-State institutions, and students attending
private in-State colleges constitute real load fictors
not counted by this measurement.

#4 TAX CAPA1CITY (potential State and local tax
revenue as measured by a "representatiire tax sys-
tem" per capita) (D/A)

This index mamas thr; ability or potential of State
and local governments to (Amin revenues for pub-
lic purposes thrccigh 'various kinds Of Wes. The
wealth of local yesidents is only one contributing
sotirce of taX revenues, therefore per capita per-
sonal ircome is not equivalent to this tax capacity
measurement.

tax system" vvitich defines the tax capacity of a
--- Stark-and -its -lace-governments -as.theamourn of

revenue they multi raise (relative to otter State-
locel gOvernments) if all 60 State-local rotors
appliKI Identical tax rates (national averages) to
their respective tax Ipses. The sum ,of capacities
*sr all Stew .dquats the US. total tax memos
collected. (Text: continues on pop 206)
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Resident
Population

WOW
A

High School
Graduates

Table C-1 qt

DATA USED IN LIMITED ANALYSIS FOR FY 1978

FTE
Enmlintant

in Public
Higher

Education

State
and Local

Tax Capacity
MOO

S&L
Tax

Rennuas
WOW

State Tax
APP/01141.

dons (OOW
(+)

Idantifiabla
Indspendant

Higher
Local Tax Education
Appraprix. APPraPria-
tons (OM) dons MN

(-)
Summation Equals F

S&L
Appropria-

tions to
Public Higher System Geographical

Etkication Cost Cost
Masi Index Index

a

Alabama 3,665 63,083 110,727 $ 2,069,825 $ 1,668,300 $ 310,974 1,600 $ 1,953 $ 310,621 94.4 91

Alaska 382 6,490 14,746 382,556 417,800 64,013 0 64.013 84,9 1454

Arizona 2,270 33,145 114,414 1,511,842 1,660,400 215,599 29,000 0 244,599 98.2 89

Arkansas 2,109 30,770 49,463 1,214,364 966,900 126155 0 126,155 114.0 87

cakforma 21,520 316,756 960,783 17,198,624 20,749,500 1,981,525 764,482.3 0 2,726,007.3 86.6 105

Colorado 2,583 42,130 109,556 1,949460 1,980,400 220,907 4,741.2 225,646.2 109.7

Connecticut 3,117 56,551 64,417 2,576,555 4424,500 164.479 4,277 160,201 102.3 101

Delaware 582 10,530 20,614 517,986 447,100 44,190 0 44,190 112,2 112

0.C, 702 9,444 6,603 630,493 648,700 0 39,802.6 39,902.6 96.5 105

Florida 8,421 110,476 206,511 5,943,377 4,764,600 499,609 4,999 484,621 90.5 95

Georgia 4,970 74,799 109,405 3,198,371 2.728,600 301,907 2.026 304,933 113.8 as
Hawaii 875 15,239 33,552 693,549 829,100 109,642 109,642 100.1 NA

Idaho 831 13,071 24,443 517357 490,600 77,072 1,915.3 0 79,987.3 96.9 84

Illinois 11/229 182,909 325,322 9,404,215 8,639.800 740,190 101,518 8,500 833,208 102.1 104

Indiana 5,302 88.891 128,047 3,918,908 3,118,300 352,406 86 352,491 111,3 96

Iowa 2,870 49,996 74,084 2.173,999 2,010,800 244,253 9,034.5 10.500 242,787.5 104.6 93

Kansas 2,310 40,161 84,344 1,762,655 1,5011,400 188,069 19,300 208,169 112.0 96
Kentucky 3,428 44,721 84,685 2,227,075 1,880,800 217,405 0 0 217,405 103.1 96
Louisiana 3,841 60,743 105,906 2692,759 2,342,400 242,469 0 1,600 240,869 112.1 91

Mauna 1,070 16,472 23,110 576,174 718,400 45,324 0 0 45,324 102,8 89

Maryland 4,145 69,373 125,360 3,082,498 3,374,300 ak1,050 35,018 5,199 295,869 118.2 103

Massachusetts 5,809 90,7711 121,002 4,019,713 5,243,900 251,742 0 0 291,742 91.2 96
Mahlon 9,104 140,666 294,768 6,766463 60919.200 6680194 40t 77.4 Lao 697,3124 97,9 117

Mintnriata 3,989 78,617 112,395 2.833428 3,281,998 390186 4,4,00 779,488 I09.9 94
Missiuippi 2,354 35,623 74,096 1,198.917 1,144,500 .186,579 9,409.7 0 196,987.7 108.0 87

Estimate based on 74-75, 76-77 Hewes for public
:includes local revenues of $89,200

4 9.

210

3 Away, pay Woof fur each accupasicanal group en
262 Standard Metropolitail Statistical Arear100

4Includas nan4netrogolitan areas
Estemata based on analysis of data for
contiguous States .
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Table C-1, continued

Identitiatila
Indapendent S&L

FT E Higher Approp
Enrollment State S&L State Tax Local Tax Ethical= dons to

Resident in Public and Local Tax Ammo*. AOPIroMis- APeraPti& Public Higher System Geographical
Population High School Higher Tax Capacity Revenues dons (000s) dons MOW do= (000s) Education Cost Cost

WOW Graduates Education M00s) (000s) (+) WOW Index Ind=
A a C. 0 Summation Equids

Missouri 4,778 78,254 114,887 3,288,420 2,724,400
,

289,142 16,664.6 278,806.6 36.2 99
Montana
Nebraska

753
1,553

15,039
28,128

23,630
51,030

537,124 533,800
1,164,896 1,021,300

52.251
131,199

1,019.1
12,680.4

0
0

53,270.1
143,879.4

105.3
121.1

90
95

Mirada 610 7,665 18,280 654,028 600,400 46,523 45,523 84.9 107
New Hampshire 822 14.388 17,863 581,600 469,700 27,519 27,519 108.4 925

New Jersey 7,336 126,408 157,118 5,996533 5,816,200 340,645 44,582 10,183 376,044 96.2 102
New Marcie* 1,168 23,038 39,070 784,727 698.600 95,768 6,406.7 102,162.7 114.8 89
New York 18,084 282,175 410,764 13,511,416 20,614,600 1,298,754 283,100 178,6572 1,403,197 995 104
North Carol ins 5,469 72,219 157,229 3,346.042 2,883,600 460,932 18,824.5 13,774 465,782.6 92.0 91
North Dakota 643 11,825 26,978 482,153 428,800 61,239.5 503 61,7425 98.1 934

Ohio 10,1200 174,982 262,992 8,058,749 6.292.100 661,174 19,969 5,841 665,292 109.1 99
Oklahoma
Oregon. ,

2,788
2,329

43,753
40,792

98,106
90,481

2,040,392 I.489,300
1,643,901 1,638,200

173,281
198,234

3,366
35,327.9

176,629
233,561.9

114.0
105.9

89
99

Pennsylvania
Rho& Island

11,892
927

201,628
14X13

219,564
23,320

8,219,112 8,112,500
.587,903 668,700

676,211
59,743

23,731.5 36,600
16

663,442.5
59,7=

98.6
106.2

98
ea

South Carolina 2,848 48,139 77,807 1,590,693 1,393200 227,146 4,327.7 8,351 223,12447 111.0 89
South Dakota 688 13,685 19,016 453,033 409,100 41,093 0 0 41,093 96.1 935
Tennessee 4,214 62,193 108,194 2,629,022 2,078,200 230,585 0 0 230,585 117.3 se
Texas 12,487 166,169 412,568 10,134,227 7,258,600 1,050,400 41,447.1 10,461 1,081,386.1 104.3 , 93
Utah 1,228 22,079 44,116 755,684 727,700 117,146 0 0 117,146 106.4 92
Vermont 478 9,472 13,765 292,634 353,200 22,083 237 72 23,148 109.6 925
VirlPete 5,032 78,694 158,073 3,400.072 3,065,600 330,586 0 330,586 963 94
Washington
West Virginia
Wisconsin

VP 2
1,821
4,809

59,414
30240
77,659

163,060
51,088

162,331

2,929600 209.600
1A8S400 MAIO
3,136,327 3,643,700

380.200
-t219,308
3199.410

0
0

32.000 17,747

380.rs0
128,301
413,663

91.5
90.4
98.2

101
191
9s

Wyoming 390 6,679 14,583 404,788 330200 42.1283 9,243 48,126 103.7 925

U.S. 214,848 3A811.854 8333,397 0158.504300 41188,504200 SAWA, 41,807,227.5 1328297 19.599,929,5 1005 1003

rEstiniste board on 74-75, 76-77 figures for publie
2 Includes local revenues of 689,200

411

3Average pay level for each occupational grow in
262 Standard Matropolitai Statistical Aress.,100

4 Includes non-mstroPolitan areas
5 Estimatebased on analysis of data for

contiassous States
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#5 TAX EFFORT (State and local goventtnent tax
revenues collected as a percent of State oind local
tax capacity) (E/D)

Tax effort measures, as a percentage, how Much of
State and local government tax capacity is'actually
used. The tax revenues collected _for all States
equals total 'tax capacity nationwide. Since the
nationwide effort measure by definition is 100 per-
cent, the effort measures for individual States indi-
cate how they compare in tax collectiOn perfor-
mance with the national average.

#6 TAX REVENUES (State and local tax revenue
collected per capita) (#4 x #5)

Collected tax revenues represent the we#Ith availa-
ble to State and local governments for public use.
The index essentially identifies "rich" versus
"poor" States according to the size of their current
tax income. These designations however must be
tempered by the fact that some Statet have far
greater social needs than others. This increases the
competition for funding among alternative uses so
that even "rich" States may experience scarce dol-
lars in financing certain public programs.- Some
apparently "poor" States, on the other hand, may
have less than average public service requirements
so that support dollars are more readily avaitabie.
Also to be taken into account are price differences
among the Stetes which affect the purchating Power
of government revenues. A correction factor for
such price differences is intioduced as a "Geo-
graphical Cost Index" (H).

#7 TAX REVENUES PER STUDENT (State and lecal

. 41 3

tax revenues collected per FTE student in public
institutions of higher education) (#6/#3)

This measure is a derived measure (capacity x
effort)/(enrollment x attendance ratio). Relating
tax revenues collected to public college enrollment
places each State on much the same relative base,
viz., total public tax _revenues as a source of sup-
port pw student unit load. The index is therefore
of value as a possible factor in selecting peer States
for comparative analysis.

#8 ALLOCATION TO PUBLIC HIGHER EDUCA-
TION (percent of State and local government col-
lected tax revenues that are appropriated or levied
for operating expenses of public higher education!,
(F/E)

This iatio suggests the relative importance of fi-
nancrng public hiOter education to the 'funding of
other public services in the State and local govern-
ment budget. The case for greater allocation must
be made against competing claims of other public
service programs. Accordingly, evidence that edu-

cation Ithould receive a greater dirge of the State
bucket li suggested by relatively lower appropria-

aitiOns per student compared with more favorable
(mit funding °tow services. (NOTE; Appropria-
for* tóiTnitivindent Instttutitns anti fur student
aid to students attending these schools have been

excluded.)

#9 APPRoPRIATIOPS PER STUDENT (State and
lwal tax revenues appropriated or levied for cur-
rent operating expenses of public higler education
per FTE public stixbntwircdIment) (#7 x #8)
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This measu
load su
and local
education
pressed n

of tax support relative to enrollment
the financial commitment of State

ments to support public higher
sistent with available funds and ex-
The warnings regarding the deficien-

cies of enr9ilment as a load factor describe° for
measurement #3 apply. Comparison of appropria-
tions per student with national averages should
normally be made with recognition of the role of
other revenue sources, particularly when such
revenues offset low government support. Data for
revenues from other sources for 1977-78, however,
are not available at this early date.

Two other factors which must be taken into
account in establishing interstate comparability
of appropriation levels are: (1) the relative cost of
the Syne system of public higher education as
determined by the mix of enrollments at each type
of institution; and (2) geographical differences in
the cost of labor. The State Higher Education Sys-
tem Cost Index, index #10, is applied to appro-
priations per student to derive appropriations ad-
justed for relative system cost, Index *11. index
#13 again presents appropriations adjusted further
to amount for geographical differences in labor
costs, Index #12.

*10 STATE PUBLIC HIGHER EDUCATION SYSTEM
COST INOEX (State and local government appro-
priations per student based on national average
dollar appropriation rates by type of pubtic insti-
tution applied to the State's enrollment mix. Ex-
pressed es an index relative to US. average which
equals 100) (G). This index reports relative appro-

priations per student that State and local %govern:
MIMS would provide if they supported their differ-
ent types of public institutions at matfonal average
appropriation ratas. Dividing actual appropriations
per student by this relative cost index makes State
amounts more comparable by proportionately
reduckl the higher Support lewels neuessarily
required of "costly" systems anl increasing the
normally lower support required of less expensive
systems. For further descriptions of the System
Cost Index, see date element G.

#11 APPROPRIATIONS PER STUDENT ADJUSTED
FOR SYSTEM COSTS (State and local tax revenues
appropriated or levied for current operating ex-
penses of puhlic higher education per FTE student
enroll:rent adjuged by the State Higher Education
System Cosi !max) (#9/#10)

#12 GEOGRAPHICAL COST INDEX (an index to
reflect the variation in purchasing power among
States due to geowaphical differences in labor
costs experienced by colleges and universities. The
index uses the average earnings of clerical workers
to reflect these differences. Expressed es an index
relative to the U.S. average which equals 100) (H).

In the Urfited Statek the cost of doing businew
varies greatly from State to State. Much of this IS
due to differences in wages. Prices paid for raw
materials, enemy, construction, and equipment
also vary depending on access and proximity te
suppliers and on local demand. For example, areas
with mild climate require less fufl consumption
with attendant lower costs.

416

213



1
Since higher education is a labor intensive industry
(about 82 percerk of current operating expenditures
are for personnel compensation% the gepgraphic
cost differences for corylucting college and univer-
sity current operationfican be estimated by consid-
ering salaries only. The objective is to identify a
relative salary index for each State that reflects
labor costs if exactly the same mix and quality of
college and university personnel were employed in
each instance. The Geopephical Cost Index is a
crude and simplified first attempt to develop such
an index. Dividing appropriations per student by

4See Halstead, op. cit., pp. 5-6.

theie values roughly "corrects" for differences
among States in the price paid for basic labor in-
Puts. See data element (H) for an extended dis-
cussion.

#13 APPROPRIATIONS PER STUDENT ADJUSTED
FOR SYSTEM COSTS AND GEOGRAPHICAL
COSTS (State and local tax revenues appropriated
or levied for current operating expenses of public
higher education per FTE student enrollment
adjusted by the State Higher Education System
Cost Index and the Geograpilical Cost Index)
(#11/#12)

Table C-2 presents the 13 indexes for the fifty
States and the District of Columbia. Table C-3 pre-
sents a ranked listing of all irKlexes.
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Table C-2

13 MEASUREMENTS USED IN EVALUATING STATES, 197748

a

Alabam
Alaska
Arizona
Arkansas
Calitorma

Colorado
Connecticut
13elawara
D.C.
Florida

Georgia
Hawaii
Idaho
Illinois
Indiana

Iowa
Kansas
Kentucky
Louisiana
Mame

Maryland
Massachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota
Mississippi

Missouri
Montana
Nebraska
Nevada
New Hampshire

New Jersey
New.Mesico
New York
North Carolina
North Dakota

Ohio
Oklahoma
Oregon
Pennsylvania
Rhoda Mond

South Carolina
South Dakota
Tennessee
Teen
Utah

Vermont
Virginia
Washington
West Virginia
Wisconsin
Wyoming

UMW thetas

1

High School
Graduates per

1,000 Population
18/Al

17.2 106%
17.0 105
14.6 90
14.6 90
14.7 91

16.3 101
18.1 112
18,1 112
13.5 83
13 1 81

15.0 93
17.4 107
15.7 97
16 3 100
16.7 103

17.4 107
17,4 107
13.0 80
15.8 97
15.4 95

16,7 103
15.6 ,

15.5 95
19.3 119
15.1 93

16 4 101
20 .0 123
18.1 112
12.6 77
17.5 108

17.2 106
19.7 122
15.6 96
1132 81
18.4 113

16.4 101
15 8 98
175 106
17.0 105
16.1 89
16 2 100
19.9 123
14.3 91
13.2 82
18 ,0 111

17.8 110
15.8 96
16.4 101
16.6 102
16.8 104
17.6 109

16.2 100

2

FTE Public Students
per High School
Graduate (CM

1.76 96%
2.27 125
3.45 190
1.61 88
3.03 167

2.58 142
1.14 63
1.96 108

.70 38
1.87 103

1.46 80
2.20 121
1.87 103
1.78 98
1.44 79

1.48 81
2.10 115
1.89 104
1.74 95
1.40 77

1.81 99
1 33 73
7 10 116
1 47 81
2.09 115

1 47 81
1.57 86
1.81 100.
2,38 131
1 24 68

1.24 68
1.70 93
1.46 80
2.18 120
2.28 125

1,50 83
2.24 123
2.22 122
1 AV 60
146 63
1.59 93
1,39 76
1.74 96
2.50 137
2.00 110

1.82 99
1.99 109
2.76 152
1,69 93
2,09 115
2.12 116

1 1.82 100 I

3
FTE Public Student
Enrollment Load

per 1,000 Population
(#1 x 4/2)

30.2 102%
38.6 131
50,4 171
23.5 79
1449 151

42.0 142
20.7 TO
35.4 120

9.4 32
24.5 83

22.0 75
38.3 130
29,4 100
29.0 98
24 2 82

25.8 87
36.5 124
24.7 84
27.6 93
21.6 73

30.2 102
20.8 71
32.4 110
28.3 96
31.5 107

24.0 81
31.4 106
32.9 111
30,0 102
21.7 74

21.4 73
33.5 113
22.7 77
28.7 87
42.0 142

24.6 83
356 120
38.9 132
18.5 63
25.2 85
27.3 93
27,7 94
25.7 87
330 112
35.9 122

26.9 98 :
31.0 109
45.4 154
28.1 95
35.2 119
37.4 127

70.8 100

4

Tax Capacity
(D/Al

$ 565 77%
1.001 137

666 91
576 .79
199 110

756 1011

827 113
890 122
898 123
706 97

643 138

793 109
623 85
837 115
720 99

757 104
763 105
650 89
763 103
538 74

744 103
692 95
742 102
716 98
509 70

688 94
713 98
750 103

1,072 147
708 97

817 112
672 92
747 102
612 84
719 es
764 103
738 101
706 97
893 95
634 87

511. 77
860 91
600 82
812 111
615 84

816 84
877 93
721 99
661 89
680 93

1.038 142

729 100

5

Tax -
Effort

78.7
120.7

96.4
94,0
86.3

102.8
80.1

¶8519.53

sis.s
91 6
81 6

92.4
85 3
04.4
80.9

124.6

109.4749110300:94

1 15.1
96.4

132.8

99.3
87.6
76 5
80.7

96.9
89.0

152.5
88.1
92.7

77.7
71.8
996
913.7

1 12.0

87.5
90.3
82,1
71$
96.2

120.8
89.9

100.9
88.7

116.1
01.5 '

100

0

TaxPerV
($04

-13 455 62%
1,094 180

731 100
454 62
964 132

729 100
778 107
768 105
924 127
466 78

649 75
948 130
590 81
769 106
588 81

701 96
651 89
549 75
610 84
671 92

-

814 112
903 124

103
823 113
488 67

570 78
709 97
658 80
820 113
571 78

793 109
598 82

1,140 166
627 72
667 91

ESS 80
530 73
703 96
684 94
711 97

489 07
696 62
403 ss
581 80
583 81

742 102
809 84
728 100
584 80
791 IIXI
947 116

729 100

7

Tu Revenue
per Student

(#6/43)

61%
115

52811457533132 59

2191:5341:

78
87

17,321 70
37,637 152
21.689 as
98,243 398

93

24,923 101
100
81

107
99

27,142 110
72
so
90

126

26.917 109
43,338
23,135

175
94

29,021 117
*- 15.446 63

23 ss22:713

91
20.013 81
262 7 :329474 111

106

37,018 150
17,880 72
50,185 203
18,340
16.896

74
64

23,810 98
14935 60

73
150
114

72
21,513 87

7116471
78

..67

28.689 104
19,841
16 ,039

79
65

20,820 114
22 446 91
72,642 92

i4.711 100

4t9



Table C-2, continued MEASUREMENTS USED IN EVALUATING STATES, 1971-78

8 9 10 11 12 1-

Approprial

Appropriations per Student A

Allocation to Public Appropriations Student Adjusted for Sister

Higher Education per Student System Cost for System Costs Geographical and Gang-

(F/E) 1=7 X AO Index (G) (=91=10) Cost Index (H) Costs fri

AIabama 18 6-t. 176% $2,805 107% 94 4 52,972 114"4,, 91 83,266

Alaska 15 3 145 4,341 166 84 9 5,113 196 145 3.526

Ar.rona 14 1 139 2,138 82 78.2 2,177 93 89 2,446

Arkansas 13 7 i 2'3 2,550 98 114 0 2,237 86 e t 2,512

Cat if or rt,s 13 1 174 2,837 109 86 6 3,216 125 105 3 120

Colu,ado 12,0 114 2,079 80 109 1 1,895 /3 96 1,974

Connecticut 6 0 62 7,481 95 107 3 7,431 93 101 2,407

Outman, 9 9 93 2,144 82 112 2 1,913 73 112 1,106

D C 6 1 60 6.028 231 96 5 6.247 239 105 5,949

Flor,(1a 10 2 96 2,347 90 90 5 2,593 99 95 2,730

Georkpa It ) 106 2,76 / 107 113 6 2,454 94 98 2,504

HavvoI , 13 2 125 3.268 125 100 1 3,765 125 NA NA

Idaho 16 1 152 3,231 124 969 3,33S '128 184 3,970

iihni,::. 9 6 91 2.561 98 102 1 7,508 96 104 7,412

Isnilana 11 3 10/ 2.753 105 111 3 2,473 95 95 2,604

lowa 1 ? 1 114 .3.717 125 104 6 3,133 120 93 3,369

Kansa.. 13 8 131 2,468 94 112 0 2.204 84 96 2,295

KprItut ky 31 6 109 .2,567 98 103 1 2.490 95 96 2,594

Lou,s,and 10 3 91 2,214 8 / 112 1 2,029 /8 91 2,130

Ohm,: 6 3 60 1,961 75 102 8 1,908 73 89 2,144

Maryland 8 8 83 2.360 30 118 2 1,99 7 76 10.1 1,939

Massactitisv T Ts 4 8 45 2080. 80 91 2 2,281 87 96 2,376

NlIchaan 10 2 97 2,366 91 97 9 2,416 92 117 2,065

11/11nnesota 11 5 109 3,350 128 109 0 3.073 118 94 3.269

OfiAssess411, 1 7 1 162 2.645 101 108 0 7 449 94 Ft 7 1,815

Nlissour. 10 2 96 2,409 92 96 2 2.505 96 99 7,530

Montana 10 0 94 2,254 86 106 3 2,141 82 90 2,379

Nebraska 14 1 133 2,820 108 121 1 2,378 89 9ia 2,451

Nevado 9 1 86 2490 95 94 9 2 933 117 107 2,141

New Hampsh.re 5 9 55 1,541 59 108 4 1,421 54 91 1,545

New Jersey 6 4 61 2,387 91 96 2 2,481 95 102 2,433

New Max ,cra 14 6 138 2,615 100 114 8 2,718 87 89 2,559

New York 6 8 64 3.416 131 99 6 4 3,430 131 104 3,298

North Car ohnd 16 7 153 2.962 113 92 0 3,220 123 91 i,539

-.5:61ortft Dakota 14 4 136 2,289 88 98 1 2,333 89 92 2,536

, Ohio 9 0 85 2,149 82 109 1 1,970 75 99 1,990

' Oklahoma 12 1 114 1,800 69 114 0 1,579 60 89 1,774

: _Prelim 14 3 135 2,581 99 105.9 2,438 94 99 2.462

1 Pthutsvfvania 8 7 77 3,072 118 98.8 3,065 177 98 3,127

lihro414 Wand 9.1 se 7,561 98 106 2 2,412 92 se 2,804

Socith Caro! ria
*.-

16 0 151 2,868 110 111.0 7.583 99 89 2,903

South Dakota 10 0 \ 95 7,161 83 96,1 2.249 86 9j 2,4.18

. Tenn !net 11 1 105 2,131 82 11/ 3 1,817 10 88 2.065

l'exa 14 9 141 2,627 100 104.3 2,513 96 93 2,702

Utah 16 1 152 2,655 102 106.4 2,496 96 92 1,113

- ifewnom 6.6 62 1,682 64 109.6 1.534 59 92 1,668

4'-'/ANisti0 10.3 102 2,116 81 96.3 2,200 84 94 2,340

Washalgion 14 5 137 7,319 89 91,5 2,635 97 101 2,510

Weat /abrginio 11 9 112 2,472 95 99 4 2,487 95 101 2,463

'- Wit4ormo 11 4 107 7,548 98 98.2 2,595 99 98 2,648

Wyonlmg 14 6 138 3,300 126 103.7 3,182 122 92 3,459

: Unksa Stases 10.6 100 2,813 100 100.0 2,613 100 log 2,813

VI-

421
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index 3
$tudent Ensallisont Lod

(4111 #2)

FTE Public Students
par 'LOOS Population

1 Arizona
2 Washington
3 California
4 Colorado
5 North Dakota

6 Oregon
7 Alaska
8 Hawaii
9 Wyoming

10 Kansas

11
12
13
14
15

10
17
18
19
20

21
22
23
24

Utah
Oklahoma
Delaware
Wisconsin
New Mmico

Texas
Nabraska
Michigan
Missiulopi
Montana

Virginia
Maryland
Alabama
Nevada

25 Idaho
20 Illinois
27 Vermont
28 North Carolina
29 Manama
30 West Virginia

31 South Dakota
32 Louisiana
33 South Carolina
34 Iowa
35 Tannessire

313

37
38
39
40

Rhoda island
Kentucky
Ohio
Florida

41 Mislouri
42 Arkansas
4 3 Nests Vork
44 Georgia
48 New Hampshire

46 Maine
47 New Jima
48 Massachusetts
49 Connacticut
BO Pennsylvania
51 D.C.

Index

60.4 170.7
49.4 153.8
44.6 151.2
42.0 142.4
42.0 142.1

38.9 131.6
33.6 130.6
38.3 129.9
37.4 126.7
36.5 1217

35.9 121.7
35.5 120.1
35.4 120.0
35.2 119.3
33.5 113.3

33.0 1110
32.9 111.3
32.4 109.7
31 6 106.6
31.4 106,3

31,0 105,1
30.2 102.4
30.2 102.3
30.0 101.5
29.4 99.6

29.0 98,1
29.9 97.9
28.8 97.4
29.3 96,0
28.1 95.0

27.7 93.9
27.6 93.4
77.3 92.5
25.8 87,4
25.7 87.0

25,2 65.2
24.7 83,7
24.6 93.3
24$ 831
24.2 91.9

24.0 81.4
23.5 79.4
22,7 78.9
22.0 74.6
21.7 13.8

21.6 73.1
21.4 72.5
20.8 70.5
20.7 70.0
16.6 62.7
9.4 318

29.6 100.0

1 Nevada
2 Wyoming
3 Alaska
4 D.C.

Delaware

Illinois
7 Connecticut
8 New Jersey
9 Tams

10 California

11 Hawaii
12 Kansas
13 Iowa
14 Calmed°
15 Ohio

16
17
18
19
20

Louisiana
Nebraska
New Vork
Maryland
Michigan

21 Oklahoma
22 Washington
23 Indiana
24 North Dakota
29 Minnesota

26 Montana
27 New Hampsh fret,
28 Oregon
29 Florida

Pennsylvania314''

,11
32
33

35

36
37
3.1
'AS
40

Massachusetts
Missouri
Wisconsin
Virginia
Ale* Mexico

Arizona
South Dakota
West Virginia
Kinstucity
Gatirgis

41 Rhoda Island
42
43
44 Vermont
45 North Carolina

46 Unmans
47 Arkansm
413 Alabeme
49 South Carolina
50 Maine
51 Mimi**

index 4
Tax capacity

(DIM

Dollen psi
Capita Index

$1,072
1,038
1,001

898
890
1137
927
817
812
799

793
763
757
755
764

763
760
747
744
742

738
721
720
719
715

713
709
706
706
683
692
680
680
677
672

666
660
651
660
843
1334
623
616
615
612
BOO
576
505
659
638
601

730

147.0
142.2
137.3
123,1
122.0

114-8
113.3
112.1
111.3
109.6

108.7
104.6
103.6
103.5
103.3

103.2
1028
102.4
101.9,
104/7,

101.1
99.8
98.7
98,5
99.0
978
97 0
96.8
96.7
96.0
4,9

14.3
93.3
92.9
92,1

91.3
90.5
89.2

88.9
86.3
843
843
1528

82.3
78.9
77.4
76.6
73.8
68.8

100.0

Index 5
Tax Effort

WIN

New York
2 Massachusetts
3 Maine
4 California
5 Vermont

6 Hawaii
7 Wisconsin
6 Minnows
9 Rhode Island

10 Arizona

11
12
13
14
15

Maryland
Alaska
D.C.
Washington
Michigan

16 Oration
17 Montana
16 Ponnsylvania
19 New Jersey
20 Colorado

21 Utah
22 Mississippi
23 Idaho
24 Connecticut
25 North Dakota

26 Iowa
27 Illinois
28 South Dakota
29 Virginia
30 Wast Virginia

31 New Max ico
32 Nebraska
33 South Carolina
34 Delaware
35 North Carolina

36 Georgia
37 Kansas
38 Kentucky
39 Missouri
40 Tonneaus

41 Indiana

42 Wreming
43 Louisiana
44 New Memoshire
45 Alabama

46
47
48
49
50
51

Florida
Arkansas
Ohio
Nevada
%Wham
Tams

U.S.

41184X

152.5%
130.4
124.6
120.7
120.6

119.5
116 1
115.1
112.0
109.8

109.4
109.2
102.8
100.9
100.9

99.6
99.3
98.7
96.9
96,4

96.2
95.e
94.8
94,0
92.7

924
91.8
90.3
89.9
89.7

89.0
87.6
87.6
86.3
86.1

85,3
85.3
eta
82.fl
821
81.6
81-9
80.9
887
130.6

80.1
78,7
77.7
76,5
71.8
71.6

100.0

4?5
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D.C.
2 Alaska
3 Now York
4 Minnesota
5 Wyoming

6 lone
7 Hermit.
8 Idaho
9 Pennsylvania

10 North Carolina

11 South Carolina
12 California
13 Nattiest'.
14 Alabama
15 Georgia

16 Indiana
17 Utah
18 Mtuissippt
19 Texas
20 Nam Mexico

21 Oregon
22 Kentucky
23 Illinois
24 Rhoda Island
26 Arkansas

26 Wisconsin
27 Nimrod*
22 Connac twist
29 Wen Virginia
30 Kansas

31 Missouri
32 leaw Jersay
33 Michigan
34 Maryi.
35 Pori&
36 Washington
37 North Oakota
39 totibiltsti
39 MOntisfro
40 South Dakota

41 Ohio
42 Cfalateare
43 Aritagt*
44 Unman
45 Virginia

46 Mmaachusetts
47 Colorado .

48 Maim
49 Oklahoma
60 Vermem
91 Nally Hompshirt

LI*

Wax
Appropriation per

*Went
(01 4101

Dalian per
Student

0,02e
4.341
3,416
3,350
3,300

3.277
3.268
3.231
3,022
2962

2.968
2,837
2,820
2.805
2.787

2,753
2,666
2.645
2,621
2,616

2,681
2,567
2,661
2,561
2,560

2,548
2,490
2.487
2.472
2,460

2,409
2,387
2,366
2,3b4
2,347

2,319
2.289
2374
2,254
2,161

2,149
2,144
2,139
2.131
2,118

2,080
2,078
1,961
1,900
1,682
1,641

2,015

Was 10
giftk Public Mahn

Etkondon ilynsot Cost War
(11)

Wan 11
Appropriations par Student
Ad**, for System COM

4010/#10/

Index

230.7
156.1
130.7
138.1
126.3

125.4
122.0
123 6
115.6
113.3

109.7
108.5
107.0
107.3
106.6

109 3
101.6
101.2
100 3
1013 I

98.7
913 2

98 0
96.0
97.6

97.6
95.3
913 1

94.8
94 4

92.2
91 3
90 5
90.3
892
88 7
879
870
96.2
32-7

82_2
92.0
el a
91,5
e 1 ,0

79.6
79.5
75.0
66.9
64.3
599

100.0

1

2
3
4
5

6
7

9
10

11

12
13
14
15

16
17
19
19
20

21
22
23
24
29

26
27
28
29
30

31
32
33
34
36

36
37
38
30
4Q

41
42
43
44
45

ea
47
48
49
50
91

Nebraska
Maryland
TennasSeit
Now Monaco
Oklahoma

Arkansas
Gem*.
Delaottra
Louisiana
Kansas

Indiana
South Carolina
Colorado
Vermont
Ohio

Minnesota
New Komodo**
Mississippi
Utah
Rhoda Island

Oregon
Montano
loyal
Tem
Wyoming

Kentucky
Mains
Connectlesit
Ihinoia
Kaman

New York
West Virginia
Pennsuhrania
Wisconsin
Arizona

North Dakota
Michigan
Idaho
D.C.
Virginia

Missouri
74aw Amoy
South Oskoto
Alabama
North Coroiina

Wihinglon
Massachusetts
Florida
California
Alaska
Noodle

Index

1211
118,2
117.3
114.9
114.0

114 0
113.6
112.2
112.1
1119

111.3
III 0
109.7
109.6
109.1

109.0
108.4
108.0
106.4
106 7

105 9
105.3
104.6
104.3
103.7

103.1
107 *I
102.3
102.1
100,1

996
99.4
98.6
98.2
98.7

36.1
97.9
96.9
98.6
96,3

96.2
96.3
96.1
944
92 0

91 5
91 2
909
669
84.9
841

100.9

1

2
3
4
5

8
7

8
9

10

11
12
13
14
15

16
17

le
19

70

21
22
23
24

26
27
26

30

31
32
33
34
35

36
37
36
39
40

41

43

46
47
48
49
50
91

D.C.
Alaska
Novi York
Idaho
California

Hawaii
North Carolina
%Naming
lotto
Minnesota

Panosylvimia
Atabamo
Nevada
Wisconsin
Florida

South Carolina
Washington
Texas
hi inois
Missouri

Utah
Kentucky
Wort Virginia
New Allege
Indiana

Georgia
kaississipso
Oregon
connecticut
meitem

Rhode island
Non% Dakota
Nitbraske
Massachusens
Now Wm :co

South Dakota
Arkansas
Kansa
VIralolo
Allston/

Montana
Loralselna
Maryland
IX°
Delevraro

Maine
Colorado
Tennessee
Oklahoma
Vermont
Now tiampium

Adlintid
Dollars

per Student

$5,247
5,113
3,430
3,335
3,276

3,266
3.220
3.102
3,133
3.073

3,065
2.972
2,933
2.696
2.693

2,683
2,535
2,513
2,506
2,505

2,496
2,490
2.467
2.4131

3.473

2,454
2,449
2,438
2431
2,416

2,412
2,333
2,328
2.281
2278

2.249
2,237
2398
2,100
2,177

2.141
zone
1,997
1,970
1,9 t 1

1,908
1,896
1,817
1,679
1.534
1,431

2,819

239.0
195.6
131.2
127,6
125,3

124.9
123.2
121 7
119.9
117.6

117.2
113.7
112.2
99.3
99.2

98.8
97.0
96.1
96 0
95.8

95.6
95.2
98,1
94,9
94.6

93.9
93.7
93.2
93 0
92.4

92 3
89.2
89,1
87.3
87.1'

86.0
95.6
84.3
84.1
83.3

81.9
77.6
78.4
79.4
73 1

73.0
72.5
69.5
60 4
69.7
544

100.0

JL 4 99



index 12
Gernmehicei Cost Index

(H)

Index 13
Appropriation par Student
Adjusted for *stein Corn

and Geofirefftsi Costs

tft

Alaska

Win
145 1 D.C.

(#11/#12)

Adjusted
Donors

per Student

65.949

Index

227.7
2 ir ;chip. 117 2 Idaho 3,970 151.9
3 Delaware 112 3 North Carohns 3,539 135.4
4 Nevada 107 4 Alaska 3,626 135.0

5 California 105 5 Wyoming 3,459 132.4

6 DC. 105 6 low. 3.369 129.9
7 Illinois 104 7 New York 3,299 126.2
8 New York 104 8 Minnesota 3.269 125.1
9 Maryland 103 9 Alabama 3.266 125.0

10 N. *May 102 10 Pennsylvania 3,127 t19.7

11 ' Connecto ut 101 11 Catiforma 3,120 119.4
12 Wathington 101 12 South Carolina 2,903 7 1 1.1

13 West Virginia 101 13 Mississippi 2,1315 107 7
14 Missouri 99 14 tihode isiind 2,804 107.3
15 Ohio 99 15 N.vada 2,741 104.9

16 Oregon 99 16 Florida 2.730 104 5
1 7 Georgia 98 17 Utah 2,713 103.8
18 Pennsylvania 98 18 Tours 2,702 103,4
19 Wisconsin 98 19 Wisest/ism 2,649 10; .3
20 Colorado 96 20 Inds... 2,604 99.6

21 Kansas 96 11 Kentucky 2,594 99.3
22 Kentucky 95 22 Arkansas 2,572 98.4
23 Malaschuseits 96 23 Neal Mexico 2,559 97,9
24 Florida 96 24 North Dakota 2,536 97.1
25 Indiana Missouri 2,530 96.8

26 Nebraska 95 26 Washington 2.510 96.0

2281 MY:mm.1A
94
94

27
23

Georgia
Was Virginia

2,504
2.463

95.8
94.3

29 Iowa 93 29 Oregon 2,462 94.2
30 South Dakota 93 Nebraska 2.451 93.9

31 Texas 93 31 izona 2,446 93.9
32 New 1-iampichira 9.7 32 N.cry Jr-rsey 2,433 93,1
33 Nortfi Dakota 92 33 South 110 ma 2,419 92.5
34 Utah 92 34 Illinois 2.412 92 3
35 Vermont 92 35 Coenecticut 2,407 92.1

36 Wyoming 92 36 Montana 2,379 91,0
37 Alabama 91 37 Misallechuiens 2,376 901
36 Unmans 91 38 Virginia 2.340 ,
39 Mum Carotin," 91 39 Kansas 2,296 879
40 Montana 90 40 Louisiana 2,230 85.3

41 Aritona 99 41- Mains 2,144 82.0
42 Mains 88 42 Michigan 2,066 79.0
43 Now Masco 99 43 Urines:ow 2,065 79.0
44 Oklahoma 89 44 Ohio 1.990 76.2
45 South eV 45 Colosed0 1,914 75.5

46 Tennwswe 46 Maryland 1.939 74.2
47 Arkansas 47 Oklahoma 1,774 67.9
49 Mississippi 87 48 De/eware 1,708 65.3
49 Rhode Island 86 49 Vermont 1,669 631
80 Sane . Se 50 New HamPithr 1,545 59.1
51 HAIWIti NA 51 Navyari NA NA

U.S. 100 U.S. 2.613 100.0

430


